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The reconsideration of personality among personnel specialists is partly due to the
discovery of the five-factor model of personality or the "Big Five" (Costa, 1996).
In the years following the acceptance of this taxonomy, several researchers have
examined the relationship of the "Big Five" personality traits to numerous job
performance criteria. Research has show:n that personality testing can contribute
significant incremental validity over that of cognitive ability and skills (Neuman &
Wright, 1999).
The issues of trait consistency and the faking of personality measures have divided
researchers in regards to how detrimental the effects of each are. The results of
Study 1 suggest that individuals view their behaviors as more or less consistent
across some traits versus others. Extraversion was rated as the most consistent trait
followed by Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and then
Neuroticism.
For study 2 "General" and "Work frame-of-reference" version of the NEO-FFI was
examined across applicant and non-applicant populations to assess the construct
validity of each measure. The factor intercorrelations, number of factors loading
111

of indicators, and indicator errors of measurement were significantly different
between applicant and honest conditions for the General measure. For the Work
(FOR) measure, significant differences were not found between an applicant and
honest condition.
Finally, this study provided additional support for the greater predictive validity
found when utilizing frame-of-reference measures. The Work (FOR) measure
significantly predicted participant job performance for the traits of Neuroticism,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.
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Personality 1

Introduction
Beginning in the 1990's, researchers began to recognize that personality
constructs were important predictors of job-related criteria (Barrick & Mount,
1991 ; Tett, Jackson & Rothstein, 1991). The reconsideration of personality
measures among personnel specialists is partly due to the wide acceptance of the
five-factor model, or the "Big Five" (Costa, 1996). This model assumes that five
broad factors account for most of the common variance in virtually all personality
traits. The model is widely accepted, and represents the structure of observer's
ratings of personality based on over 75 years of factor analytic research (Goldberg,
1993). Research examining big five measures has provided a wealth of evidence
supporting the psychometric properties (Costa & McCrae, 1997; Goldberg, 1992),
and validity of the measures for predicting job performance (Barrick & Mount,
1996; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). While these measures have proven useful in a
personnel selection context, researchers have continuously strived to improve the
predictive abilities of Big Five measures. The construct validity of the resulting
personality scores is especially critical when selection decisions are at hand
(Ellingson, Smith & Sackett, 2001 ). In the quest towards improving these
commonly used personality measures the utility of personality measures remains
challenged by two critical issues: trait consistency and the faking of personality
measures.
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One assumption underlying personality measures is that the traits assessed
are stable, and generalize across situations. Personality traits are, by definition,
"pervasive consistencies in thoughts, feelings , and behaviors," (Costa and McCrae,
1992). Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt, and Powell ( 1995) assert that this may not be the
case. Research by Schmit et al. suggested that gains in both reliability and validity
of Big Five measures can be made by incorporating a specific frame of reference
(FOR) into the instruments. Respondents may adopt a frame of reference that is
situationally constrained while reading the general questions or items, and thus
respond in a situationally specific manner. Research in the area of trait
consistency suggests that this pattern of responses may be the rule rather than the
exception. Wright and Mischel (1987) state that although some individuals'
express stable patterns of behavior, these behaviors are contingent on situational
conditions. Adding to the complexity of the trait consistency issue is the notion
that stability (or the lack of stability) may not be uniform across personality
constructs. While some constructs remain relatively stable, others may be more
susceptible to situational influences, or to the frame of reference that the
respondent adopts. The issue becomes further marked by complexity when one
considers that individuals themselves differ in their behavioral consistency (Funder
& Dobroth, 1987; Mischel, Shoda, & Mendoza-Denton, 2002).

To date, researchers have been concerned with the fact that individual
may not respond to personality scales in an honest fashion and what effect this has
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on the personality scale itself. This is the second critical issue facing the use of
personality measures. Personality testing in an applicant setting provides an ideal
opportunity for applicants to provide invalid information. When applying for a
job, applicants are motivated to make themselves look favorable to potential
employers. Personality scales, with transparent items, make it easy for applicants
to identify those items to endorse, or to what degree they should endorse positive
items. Finally, due to the nonverifiability of most personality measures, there is
little chance they will be caught being untruthful (Rosse, Stecher, Miller & Levin,
1998).
According to McCrae and Costa ( 1996), there are three assumptions
underlying the trait theory of personality. The first assumption of trait theory is
that traits are real "neuropsychic structures" that exist inside people. The second
assumption is that when people respond to questionnaires their responses are
veridical self-reports. In other words, they are responding to the personality
measure in an honest fashion. The third assumption is that via mechanism of selfreport, individuals' indwelling traits are projected, on a point-by-point basis, into
their responses to items on the personality measure. The faking of personality
measures is a major issue undermining the basic assumptions on which trait theory
is built and is a potential threat to accurate assessment of those traits. The
proposed research intends to shed some light on the two critical issues addressed:
personality trait consistency and the faking of personality measures.

Personality 4
Our very language encourages us to describe behavior in trait terms, and
this also makes us very susceptible to making fundamental attribution errors
(Ichheiser, 1943) for not only others' behavior but for our own. This means that
we often overestimate the influence of traits and underestimate the influence of
situational factors. Research that gives equal weight to the situation and the trait in
predicting behavior is relevant here (Tett & Gutterman, 2000).
Behavior that we consider to be consistent, whether at work or home, may
be more influenced by situational constraints than by "true" personality traits. In
other words, individuals may often constrain their "true" traits across different
situations. Variables unique to a specific setting and social norms may often guide
our behavior more than our "true" traits.
Ajzen and Fishbein's (1977) highlight the importance of attitude and
behavior specificity. While attitudes were often believed to predict behavior,
predictive validity is greatly increased by pairing specific predictors to specific
criteria. Their Theory of Reasoned Action suggests that greater validity is found
by predicting behavioral intentions from attitudes, and predicting behavior from
behavioral intentions (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Even this relationship must
include social norms to effectively predict behavior. This theory has also been
extended to include the variable of perceived control and is called the Theory of
Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Individuals must first feel that they have the
ability and then the opportunity or choice to behave in a specific manner before
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they will do so. An extraverted individual may not have the opportunity to display
extraverted behaviors in a meeting, in the library or at his desk. Some individuals
may only behave in an extraverted manner among close friends and not at work
among coworkers. In this case, close friends may believe this person is truly
extraverted yet coworkers believe this person is truly an introvert. The typical
work setting often encompasses many socially appropriate norms or rules for
behaviors and employees may often feel that their behavior must align to these
norms.
While research has pointed out the inconsistency of traits across situations,
our measures often ask respondents to answer items that are written with no frameof-reference (Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Bern & Allen, 1974). For example one
item of the NEO-PI-R reads, "I keep my belongings neat and clean." Without
considering the situation or context this item may be difficult to answer for many
respondents because the answer depends on the situation or place. One may find
an individual who on one hand keeps their office desk immaculate, but on the
other hand is a mess at home. If we have decided that the respondent's behavior at
work is our main concern, we should ask that respondent questions relevant to a
work environment. It is proposed here that providing applicants with a specific
frame-of-reference to respond to may decrease respondent confusion regarding
how to answer the items and increase the predictive validity of our measure (by
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mechanism of closely tying our predictors to our criteria). I will also discuss how
one can examine trait consistency by studying applicant faking.
If there are differences across personality traits in cross-situational
consistency, the frame of reference a respondent adopts will affect their answers.
When an applicant responds to a personality measure, it will be important to
consider the cross-situational consistency of the trait being measured. If the trait is
highly consistent across situations, the frame of reference will not affect their
responses. Conversely, if the trait is low in consistency across situations, the
frame of reference will impact their responses.
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Research Goals
This research will make several contributions to the current personality and
faking literature. First I will update the literature regarding the consistency of
personality traits utilizing the widely accepted "Big Five" model. Trait
consistency has been examined in the past, but not with an explicit "Big Five"
measure (Bern & Allen, 1974; Kendrick & Stringfield, 1980). I will use the NEOFFI, which is an explicit and often used measure of the "Big Five" personality
traits. It is proposed that individuals will view their behavior regarding some traits
as more/less consistent than their behavior relevant to other traits. The research
design will ask participants to rate their individual levels of consistency across the
"Big Five" personality traits. The less consistent one views their behavior on a
particular trait, the greater the need to provide a frame-of-reference for that
behavior. This particular study will examine the consistency of traits in an
applicant setting. Not only will this study contribute to the personality literature,
but it will contribute to I/0 and selection particularly.
Secondly, I will compare a "general" measure of personality across
applicant and non-applicant samples to identify which personality traits are
affected the most by applicant conditions (motivation to fake). I will also
compare a "work-specific" measure of personality across applicant and nonapplicant samples to provide evidence that the construct validity of frame-ofreference measures will remain intact in an applicant condition. In other words,
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the "work-specific" (or frame-of-reference) measure will not be as negatively
impacted as the "general" measure because applicants will have a consistent
reference point to rate their behaviors across personality traits.
This study will make a contribution to the existing literature as a "true"
applicant sample will be utilized. Previous studies have often operationalized
applicant faking by using instructions to fake. Instructing respondents to answer
as if they were applying for a job may exacerbate the effects of faking beyond
what occurs in an applicant setting (Ones, Viswesvaran & Reiss, 1996; Smith &
Ellingson, 2002). These studies may provide an index of the maximum degree a
measure can be faked, but they do not measure the extent that faking takes place in
an actual applicant setting. By utilizing a "true" applicant sample, the external
validity of the findings are increased and will present data that mirror what occurs
in a natural setting.
Finally, I will provide additional and updated evidence of the greater
predictive validity found with work-specific (frame-of-reference) measures versus
general measures of personality when job performance is the criteria. Frame-ofreference measures have been shown to produce lower error variances (Robie,
Schmit, Ryan, & Zickar, 2000) and greater predictive validity (Schmit, Ryan,
Stierwalt & Powell, 1995). Yet these studies have produced results with little
external validity. Schmit et al (1995) used undergraduate students for their sample
who were instructed to "fake good". Instructions to "fake good" ask the
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respondent to respond to items in a manner that will make a favorable impression.
In addition the criteria used in the study was student grade point average, which
differs considerably from job performance. Robie et al (2000) examined frameof-reference effects in both an applicant and student setting, but mention in their
limitations section that the applicants were aware that the specific measure was
only for research purposes. This study, while increasing the external validity of
their results, only examined the personality trait of Conscientiousness and did not
examine criterion related validity. To improve on the previous research, I will
utilize a "true" applicant sample, all five factors of the "Big Five", and, examine
the predictive validity and factor structure of frame-of-reference measures, as
opposed to general measures, under applicant conditions.
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Chapter 1
Literature Review:
Critical Issues Facing Personality Measurement

The utility of personality testing for employee selection was primarily
unrecognized during the decades prior to the 1990's. In general, personnel
specialists were skeptical of this method due to conclusions drawn by researchers
such as Schmitt, Gooding, Noe and Kirsch (1984). This review concluded that
personality tests did not demonstrate adequate predictive validity to justify their
use in personnel selection and echoed similar conclusions drawn by Guion and
Gottier in 1965. During the past 12 years however, this pessimism has turned
more optimistic regarding the utility of personality tests in regards to selection.
Beginning with literature published in early 1990's, researchers became
more confident that a "solid ground within the wetlands of personality" had been
discovered (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Barrick and Mount (1991) and Tett, Jackson,
and Rothstein (1991) published separate meta-analyses that provided evidence that
personality constructs provided predictive validity. These findings were puzzling
as each found differences in the validities reported. For instance, Barrick and
Mount ( 1991) found the personality trait of Conscientiousness to correlate across 5
jobs to job performance at r=.22, and claimed this was the strongest predictor
across most jobs. Tett et al (1991) found the relationship to be r=.17 for
Conscientiousness and job performance and showed that three other traits had
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higher validities (Agreeableness, r=.33; Openness to Experience, r=.27; and
Emotional Stability, r=-.22). For the trait of Openness to Experience, Tett et al
(1991) found a relationship to job performance at r=.27, while Barrick and Mount
showed a relationship with performance at r=.04.
An attempt to explain these discrepant results was made by two separate
articles authored by Ones, Mount, Barrick, and Hunter (1994), and Tett, Jackson,
Rothstein, & Reddon (1994). These articles addressed various methodological and
conceptual differences between the two studies, concluding that these discrepant
results were not indicative of invalid conclusions but incongruent purposes of each
meta-analysis. What became evident was that the interests of researchers had
become piqued again with the possibility that personality might be utilized to
predict a variety of job performance criteria. This is evidenced by Barrick and
Mount's (1991) meta-analysis being cited more than 450 times as of April, 2003
. (Social Science Citation Index). In fact, in 1998, Barrick, Neubert, Mount and
Stewart concluded that there "are two dispositional predictors in our field whose
validity generalizes: general mental ability and Conscientiousness."
The Historical Development of the "Big Five" Model of Personality
The reconsideration of personality among personnel specialists is partly
due to the re-discovery of the five-factor model of personality or the "Big Five"
(Costa, 1996). This model assumes that five broad factors account for most of the
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common variance in virtually all personality traits. Although some debate about
the number of factors still exists, this model is widely accepted.
The development of the trait theory of personality has a long history dating
back to Galton in 1884 (Digman, 1990). The development of personality traits
began with the "lexical hypothesis." This approach acknowledges that "the most
important individual differences in human transactions will come to be encoded as
single terms in some or all of the world's languages" (Goldberg, 1993). Galton
began to consult the dictionary to estimate the number of descriptive terms that
could be used to describe individual differences. With over 18,000 adjectives in
the lexicon this was a major task. Descriptive terms were also analyzed to the
extent they shared meaning with other descriptors. Allport and Odbert (1936) and
Norman (1967) later mirrored this approach with use of Webster's Unabridged
Dictionary (2nd and 3rd Editions).
The development of factor analysis in 1901 by Pearson, assisted in this
quest, as descriptor-adjectives could be factor analyzed based upon their shared
variance. An extremely large number of adjectives could be accounted for by a
smaller number, making this approach more manageable. The credit of
discovering five factors goes to Thurstone (1934), but his factors are very different
from those used today and therefore, the credit of discovering the Big Five that
resembles today' s structure goes to Fiske (1949).
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In 1934, Thurstone presented 1300 raters with 60 adjectives and asked that
they underline each one that might be used in describing a person they know well.
Correlations among these adjectives were analyzed and five factors were found to
sufficiently account for the coefficients. This finding led Thurstone to conclude
that, "this fact leads us to surmise that the scientific description of personality may
not be quite so hopelessly complex as it is sometimes thought to be" (Thurstone,
1934).
Thurstone later developed his own personality scale, but this scale was
comprised of 7 factors. There remains to this day a debate over the exact number
of factors that adequately describe individual differences. Cattell (1943) believed
there are at least a dozen independent factors , and Eysenck (1992) argued that 5 is
too many. He believed Conscientiousness and Agreeableness are facets of a
higher order structure he called Psychoticism.
Fiske (1949) analyzed a set of 22 variables developed by Cattell and found
that five factors emerged and replicated across samples of self-ratings, observer
ratings, and peer ratings. This discovery by Fiske, in 1949, awards him credit for
discovering a Big Five factor structure similar to that used today.

The Utility of the Big Five
There are several measures of the Big Five that are currently available.
The most popular are the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; Hogan & Hogan,
1995), the Personal Characteristics Inventory (PCI; Barrick & Mount, 1993),
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Goldberg's Big Five markers (Goldberg, 1992) and the NEO-PI-R (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Each of these tests measures the Big Five in a similar fashion,
with some minor differences found in the sub-factors and names of each Big Five
construct.
The NEO-PI-R provides validated measures of both the five factors and the
30 specific traits that comprise them. The five broad factors are Neuroticism
(Emotional Stability), Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Each of these broad personality
facets is further comprised of six sub-facets (See Table I).
The relationship these five factors share with numerous criteria have been
examined to shed more light on their meaning. Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz and
Knafo (2002) demonstrated that the different traits related to distinct personal
values. They found that Neuroticism exhibited little relationship to values, but
was negatively related to achievement. Extraversion was positively related to
achievement and stimulation values, and negatively related to traditional values.
Openness to Experience was positively related to self-direction, stimulation and
universalism values, and negatively related to conformity, security, traditional and
conscientiousness values. Agreeableness was related positively to benevolence,
conformity and traditional values, and negatively related to power values. This
negative relationship with power values emphasizes that individuals high in
Openness are not prone to use power and control to influence the beliefs of others,
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as they are more open to alternate beliefs and values. Finally, Conscientiousness
was related to achievement, conformity values, and security, and negatively related
to stimulation.
In the years following the acceptance of this taxonomy, several researchers
have examined the relationship of the Big Five personality traits to numerous job
performance criteria. Research has shown that personality testing can contribute
significant incremental validity over that of cognitive ability and skills (Neuman &
Wright, 1999). Neuman and Wright (1999) examined the relationship between
personality trait measures and performance at both the individual and group level.
The regression analysis conducted at the individual level revealed that the
personality measures accounted for 7. 8 % of the variance over and above that of
the cognitive ability and skills measures alone. At the group level, the regression
analysis accounted for an additional 7.6 % of the variance above that of cognitive
ability and skills.
In the selection of managers, personality was found to predict performance
and promotability over that of the assessment center. This study conducted by
Goffin, Rothstein, Mitchell and Johnston (1996) suggests that the assessment
center and personality assess different domains of performance and that each
contribute a distinct and significant prediction of performance.
In addition to Barrick & Mount (1991) and Tett et al. (1991), a metaanalytic review of predictors ofjob performance conducted by Vinchur,
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Schippmann, Switzer and Roth (1998) found Conscientiousness to predict job
performance for salespeople. Conscientiousness was found to predict supervisor
performance ratings with a validity coefficient of r=.25, and objective sales criteria
with a validity coefficient of r=.40. Salgado ( 1997) has also found supporting
evidence for the relationship of Conscientiousness and job performance in the
European community. A correlation ofr=.26 was found between
Conscientiousness and performance ratings, and a correlation of r=.39 was found
using training success as the criterion. This study also emphasizes that
Conscientiousness has been the only personality trait to show validity across all
occupations identified (professionals, police, managers, sales, and skilled labor).
Recently, Judge, Heller, and Mount (2002) found a relationship between
Conscientiousness and job satisfaction at r=.26. Of the five personality traits,
Conscientiousness has overall received the greatest attention from personnel
researchers. The relationship between Conscientiousness and job performance
found by Barrick and Mount (1991), and Tett, Jackson, Rothstein, and Reddon
(1994), has been replicated by Hurtz and Donovan (2000) with a significant
improvement.
Hurtz and Donovan (2000) asserted that all prior meta-analyses examining
the Big Five personality dimensions and job performance contained a threat to
construct validity. The authors stated that most of the data included in all previous
meta-analyses was not derived from actual Big Five personality measures. Their
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updated meta-analysis used only measures designed to measure the Big Five
constructs, thus enhancing the validity of their findings. In support of the previous
meta-analyses, they found an estimated true-score correlation of r= .22 between
Conscientiousness and job performance. Regarding the prediction of job
performance, Conscientiousness remains the focal personality trait (Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000). This study was important in that it utilized only Big Five
measures, which prior meta-analyses could not do because these measures were
relatively new (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, Rothstein, 1991). In
addressing the first critical issue of the current study, trait consistency, this study
will also utilize an explicit Big Five measure to examine trait consistency.
Conscientiousness has also been shown to relate to self-efficacy and
learning (Lee & Klein, 2002). Lee and Klein (2002) found that Conscientiousness
was correlated with self-efficacy at r= .28, and learning at r= .22. Connor and
Abraham (200 1) found that Conscientiousness was positively related to past
behaviors and present behavior. In other words, Conscientious individuals are
aware of their past behaviors and these past behaviors influence their future
behaviors. Because people scoring highly on measures of Conscientiousness are
believed to be more careful, dependable, self-disciplined and organized, it is
suggested by Connor and Abraham (200 1) that Conscientiousness results in
greater planfulness and promotes intention formation and behavior.
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While the personality trait of Conscientiousness has received the most
attention in regards to predicting job performance, other personality traits have
been recognized as important predictors of job performance as well. George and
Zhou (200 1), found significant correlations between Openness to Experience and
creative problem solving in the r=.16 - .22 range. Tett et al (1991) showed that
three other traits had higher validities then Conscientiousness in relation to job
performance (Agreeableness, r=.33; Openness to Experience, r=.27; and
Emotional Stability, r=-.22). Vinchur et al (1998) has found that Extraversion
predicted performance ratings at r=.28 and sales at r= .26.
Lepine, Colquitt, and Erez (2000) found it important to examine
personality traits in combination with one another. They found that when
unforeseen changes in the task occurred, individuals low in Conscientiousness and
high in Openness to Experience made better decisions. In another recent study
examining traits in pairs, Witt, Barrick, Burke and Mount (2002) found that
individuals high in Conscientiousness received significantly higher ratings when
they were also high in Agreeableness. Costa ( 1996) suggested utilizing
personality constructs as a profile instead of using them individually.
The complexity of human behavior implicitly suggests that individual
behavior is a product of several personality traits interacting with one another.
The extraverted, conscientious individual will surely behave differently from the
introverted, conscientious individual. This diversity increases with each additional
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trait included in the equation, and a more detailed description of the person may be
identified versus the picture gained by examining one trait acting in isolation.
Judge, Heller, and Mount (2002) have examined the Big Five as a set, and
demonstrated its' importance regarding job satisfaction. In this study, the "Big
Five" as a set demonstrated a correlation with job satisfaction at r= .41, thus
providing evidence of a dispositional source for job satisfaction.
Raymark, Schmit, and Guion (1997) suggest that a personality job analysis
that identifies the personal characteristics needed to perform a job successfully be
conducted before those measures are used in selection. Personality predictors can
then be conceptually linked to these personal characteristics and job performance.
While our theories of conceptual links between personality traits and job
performance have been advanced beyond simple and single trait-performance
criteria relationships, there are issues still plaguing applied researchers. These
issues are trait consistency and the faking of personality measures utilized in
applied settings.

Consistency and Bi-Directional Relationships of Traits to Performance
The first critical issue is that of trait consistency, or rather that of trait
inconsistency. Interactional psychology accepts the notion that situations cause
different people to behave similarly and similar people to behave differently. This
principal is comprised of three basic assumptions (Tett & Gutterman, 2000). The
first is that these situational influences on behavior are mediated by how situation
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are perceived (Mischel, 1973). The second is that people influence and are
influenced by their environment. Third, in order for personality traits to be
expressed, trait-relevant situations are required (Kenrick & Funder, 1988). Lord
(1982) found that the best predictors of consistency were tailored to each
individual's unique perceptions. In other words, our perceptions of a situation will
drive our behavior in that specific situation.
It is important to emphasize this notion of individual perception, as this
study will utilize the subject's own unique perceptions regarding consistency
across the Big Five traits. The more alike two situations are, the more consistent
our behavior should remain across those situations. Extending the work of Bern
and Allen (1974) and Kendrick and Stringfield (1980), it has been shown that
individuals who perceive themselves as behaviorally consistent do not show
greater overall cross-situational consistency, but demonstrate greater situationbehavior profile stability (Mischel, Shoda, & Mendoza-Denton, 2002).
Tett and Guterman (2000) found that for three traits, trait-intention
relations were higher in more relevant situations. They proposed that situation
trait relevance (the opportunity to express a trait) moderated the relationship
between traits and behaviors. They wrote ten separate scenarios for each of five
distinct personality traits. These scenarios were rated for trait relevance regarding
each of the five traits. There were a total of 50 scenarios and each scenario
received a total of five trait relevance ratings (one for each of the five traits).
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Undergraduate participants completed a self-report measure of the five traits and
then indicated what they would do in each of the 50 scenarios. They found that the
relation between self-report trait level and behavior intention was stronger in
scenarios that were rated high in trait relevance for that trait. In addition, they
found that behavioral intentions were more consistent across scenarios that were
jointly rated higher in trait relevance. This relationship was found only for the
traits of Risk Taking, Sociability, and Organization, and were not evidenced for
the traits of Complexity and Empathy. The effects were strongest for Risk Taking
and Sociability. Tett and Guterman (2000) concluded that these two dimensions
may be more concrete and more transparent in rating for behavioral intent and trait
relevance. What is important here is the demonstration that trait expression in
behavior will depend on the relevance of a situation to a particular trait.
These findings suggest that traits will only be expressed in situations that
allow for their expression. The discrepancies found between the Barrick and
Mount ( 1991) and Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein ( 1991) studies might be accounted
for by this phenomenon. Tett, Jackson and Rothstein (1991/1994) showed that
personality measures could predict job performance almost twice as much when
the trait requirements for the given job were carefully considered. The fact that
Conscientiousness will predict job performance in one job strongly, and predict
job performance in a different job poorly does make conceptual sense. When one
considers the hi-directionality of personality traits, this fact becomes even clearer.
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Tett, Jackson, Rothstein, and Reddon (1999) showed that the unidirectional
assumptions of standard meta-analysis underestimated personality-job
performance relationships. While addressing confounds with the earlier metaanalysis (Tett et al, 1991 ), this article highlights an important point that personality
traits will predict differently (and often in opposing directions) as situations and
job requirements differ.
Moon (2001) demonstrated the hi-directionality of two sub-facets of
Conscientiousness (Duty and Achievement Striving). He proposed that a broad
measure of Conscientiousness may not show predictive validity because its' subfacets predict the criterion in conflicting directions. In other words, because one
sub-facet is positively related to the criterion and another sub-facet is negatively
related to the criterion of interest, the predictive validity of the overall
Conscientiousness measure is masked (or canceled out). Moon's (2001) findings
support this notion, as the overall Conscientiousness measure was not associated
with the criterion of commitment, but Achievement Striving was associated with
an escalation of commitment and Duty was associated with a de-escalation of
commitment.
The findings of George and Zhou (200 1) are particularly relevant here as
they demonstrated the negative relationship found between Conscientiousness and
creative behaviors. They obtained a correlation of r= -.03 between
Conscientiousness and creative behavior. While Conscientiousness is frequently
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related to job performance, one must consider the type of job and specific tasks
required of the job. Also demonstrating this bi-directional effect, Lepine, Colquitt,
and Erez (2000) showed that the relationship between the traits of
Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience to task performance changed
within the same task when unexpected changes occurred during performance. A
recent study by Witt, Burke, Barrick and Mount (2002), demonstrated that a
significant interaction between the traits of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness
predicted performance ratings for jobs involving customer interaction, such as
sales. While the assumption that specific conceptual linkages should be applied to
all predictor-criterion relationships is not new, personality psychologists must be
reminded of this. Avoiding what Guion and Gottier (1965) coined a "broadside
approach", researchers should adopt an empirically and theoretically driven
"construct oriented approach" (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Lord (1982) directs
researchers utilizing personality predictors to address not only the person but also
the situation.

The Consistency and Observability ofPersonality Traits
Since there is a direct link between scale scores and the Big Five constructs
the scales are designed to measure, we must ensure that we capture these traits in a
fashion that differentiates among the five traits. It is this process that has plagued
personality assessment since it's conception. The task at hand was to account for
the uniformity of behaviors, while noting the uniqueness of the individual (Exner,
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1995). Classic works by Allport (1937) and Murray (1938), initiated a quest to
distinguish between the nomothetic and idiographic descriptions of individual
behavior. During World War I, attempts were made to detect psychopathology
among recruits. At this time the words "psychopathology" and "personality" were
often used interchangeably (Exner, 1995). Individual assessment during this time
was primarily comprised of historical data and interviews. During World War II,
trait like features of extraversion and neuroticism were beginning to be measured
and the process of psychodiagnosis emerged. The objective of psychodiagnosis
was to study the person as a unique entity by a multitest procedure (Exner, 1995).
Eventually a falling-out among personality psychologists occurred as many felt
that the uniqueness of the individual was critical to assessment and the projective
movement emerged as valuing this more ideographic approach to assessment.
Others believed that finding nomothetic laws that could be applied to a large
number of individuals was most important. In the 1950's the Behaviorists
movement pushed for a more objective measurement of individual differences and
literally questioned the existence of any personality constructs. The emergence of
this third group has over time raised important questions about the nature and
locus of consistency in personality (Digman, 1990; Mischel, Shoda & MendozaDenton, 2002).
The consistency of personality traits has most often been measured by
self/other rating methods. High correlations among identical traits across different
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raters indicated that the individual's behavior regarding this trait was consistent.
There is a great deal of literature that has accumulated on this method of
examining trait consistency (Funder & Colvin, 198811991; Funder & Do broth,
1987; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980; Lord, 1982; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Watson &
Clark, 1991 ). It appears in the literature that while some personality traits
demonstrate consistency across raters, others are less consistent across raters. In
fact in applied research, several studies have demonstrated that personality ratings
provided by supervisors often predicted performance better than those provided by
the target individual.
Mount, Barrick and Strauss (1994) found that supervisor ratings accounted
for additional variance above self-ratings for the traits of Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, and Extraversion. A similar finding was also presented using
organizational citizenship behaviors as the criterion for the traits of
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience (Broven et al,
1999).
McCrae and Costa (1987), examined the five-factor model across multiple
observers and instruments. Using the NEO-PI-R and the Adjective Factor Scores,
they present convergent correlations between self-reports and peer ratings.
Correlations are stronger between self-report and peer ratings for Extraversion
(r=.37- .60) and Openness to Experience (r=.53- .67), and smaller for
Agreeableness (.20-.35), Conscientiousness (r=.21- .58) and Neuroticism (.26-
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.51). This same pattern is evident for the intraclass cotTelations between peer
ratings, although the largest averaged difference found between Extraversion and
Agreeableness is only .1 0. Correlations between self-reports and the mean peer
rating indicate the strongest correlations are found for Openness to Experience
(r=.57) and Extraversion (r=.47). The weakest correlations are found for
Conscientiousness (r=.43), Neuroticism (r=.42), and Agreeableness (r=.30).
Funders and Colvin (1987) reported similar findings in that Extraversion was
shown to produce the strongest ratings between self and other personality ratings.
Kendrick and Springfield (1980) provide an answer for these incongruent
ratings between self-reports and peer ratings. They considered the function of
consistency and observability in predicting personality traits. In other words, some
traits are more consistent across different situations and some traits are more
observable across situations, thus providing stronger congruence between
self/other ratings. Behaviors that are associated with the trait of Extraversion may
be more easily observed and therefore more easily rated. The findings by Funder
and Do broth (1987) reveal that the more visible a trait is, the more it is judged to
be consistent. They suggest that traits are most easily visible when: 1) the
behaviors that confirm/disconfirm it are easy to imagine, 2) many occasions allow
the behaviors, 3) to establish the trait only a few confirming behaviors are
necessary, and 4) the trait appears subjectively easy to judge.
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A parent and a supervisor at work both see a given individual in very
distinct roles, and each believe they know that individual's "true" personality
(Kendrick & Springfield, 1980). The Fundamental Attribution Error applies here
as we tend to overestimate personal characteristics (like personality traits) and
underestimate situational factors in interpreting personality (Ichheiser, 1943). The
behavior we interpret as consistent, whether at work or at home, may be more
influenced by situational constraints than "true" personality traits.
One situational constraint that researchers in the field of
Industrial/Organizational Psychology are concerned with is the applicant situation.
It may not always be that applicants are faking (responding dishonestly), but that

they are responding in a manner dictated by the situation. The situation is driving
their responses more than their true score. In this case the situation (employment
setting) is driving the responses and a common pattern (inflated true scores) may
be identified. While this drive may be unconscious (and not necessarily dishonest
responding), personality traits of a least consistent nature may be more impacted
by these situational drives.
Another method of examining personality traits has been to assess the
stability of traits over time. While self/other ratings provide insight into this
phenomenon, the stability of traits must be considered as well. Costa and McCrae
( 1992b) have provided evidence of the temporal stability of traits. While
supporting the stability of traits within individuals, their findings do not account
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for the evidence for trait variability across situations (Mischel & Peake, 1982).
McCrae and Costa (1996) explain that after the age of 30, most traits change very
little and are strongly preserved over time. Trait development can be summarized
that Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness decline moderately from college age
to age 30, while Agreeableness and Conscientiousness increase from age 18 to age
30. These findings regarding young adulthood appear to be comparable across
cultures including Great Britain, Germany, Turkey, and the Czech Republic.
Roberts and Delvecchio (2000) found an almost linear increase in stability as a
function of age, with greatest stability found for those in the 50-59 age group.
Conley (1984) found that intelligence was more stable than personality
traits, and personality traits were more stable than attitudinal traits. The greatest
stability was found for the Extraversion trait. Roberts and Delvecchio (2000) also
found Extraversion to be the most stable personality trait. Extraversion showed a
corrected stability of .55, Agreeableness (.52), Openness (.51), Conscientiousness
(.49), and Neuroticism (.46). The lower stability of Neuroticism has been found
recently in a longitudinal study from age 12 to age 18 (McCrae et al, 2002). This
research showed that mean levels of Extraversion, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness were stable during this period, and that Neuroticism and
Openness increased. Research was also recently conducted on participants
between the ages of 18-24 (referred to as emerging adulthood). Vaidya, Gray,
Haig, and Watson (2002), found positive mean level changes as participants scored
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higher on Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness when
they completed the measures 2 and 'l2 years later.
While traits are relatively stable, they do vary with development (McCrae
& Costa, 1996; Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000). These findings coupled with the

inconsistency of traits across different situations may provide an answer to
research that demonstrates low self/other rater agreement regarding personality
traits. These findings may also shed light on the fact that humans are prone to
make attribution errors regarding the behavior of others and our own.
Bern and Allen (1974) suggest several reasons for believing that our
attributions are often in error regarding the judgment of personality. First, is that
we hold preconceived notions of what traits go with what behaviors, these are our
implicit personality theories. Second, is our tendency to overestimate personal
characteristics and underestimate situational factors when evaluations others
(fundamental attribution error). Third, is that both in the extent and
representativeness, the set of situations we observe most individuals is very
limited. We may only observe a co-worker at work, or a close friend at home and
never at work. Fourth, we most likely misconstrue some of the consistencies we
believe to exist. Finally, our very lexicon encourages us to think of human
behavior in trait-like terms. Five-percent of our language consists of trait-like
terms, totaling about 18,000 trait-like terms in our lexicon (Allport & Odbert,
1936).
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Kenrick, McCreath, Govern, King, and Bordin ( 1990) discuss the
importance of situational constraints on behavior. It can be expected that high
constraint settings will not be very appropriate for determining where someone
stands on a given trait. Individual differences become less variable as situational
constraint increases. An example of this occurs in the everyday setting of a typical
academic institution. One would surely recognize the individual differences
between students regarding traits such as Conscientiousness and Agreeableness in
an undergraduate student context, but would those same differences appear as
observable in a graduate student context? The answer is no, because the degree of
difference in situational constraint between these two contexts is great (grades at
or below a C, incomplete assignments, arriving unprepared for class, and talking
among classmates are all tolerated to a lesser extent in the graduate student
context).

Biological Determinants ofPersonality Traits
It may be easy for psychologists to find themselves snared in a trap of

"circular reasoning" regarding the issues of personality trait consistency and
observability. On one hand research indicates self/other personality congruence is
greatest for highly observable traits such as Extraversion (Funders & Dobroth,
1987), and on the other hand traits that are considered more observable are shown
to be the most consistent (Kenrick et al, 1990). A reasonable explanation may be
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that some personality traits are more influenced by the environment and others are
more robust, therefore more consistent. Could genetics play a part in this?
Loehlin (1992) examined five large twin studies and found that the
personality trait with the strongest heritability was Extraversion. He found
correlations between MZ twins for Extraversion to be r=.48 for males and r=.53
for female twins. Across the Big Five factors the appreciable effects of genes are
highest for Culture (Openness to Experience) and Surgency (Extraversion) and
lower for Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness respectively.
This mirrors the previously discussed findings of McCrae and Costa (1987) study
examining self/other congruence between personality ratings. It may be possible
that particular personality traits (like Extraversion and Openness to Experience)
are predisposed to be more robust across distinct situations.

Introduction to Study 1
To gain a complete understanding of the consistency of the Big Five traits,
as conceptualized in the NEO-PI-R, the following is proposed. It is believed that
individuals will perceive that some traits of the Big Five are consistent and that
others are inconsistent. Kenrick and Stringfield (1980), found that the highest
correlations between self/peer/and parent ratings of personality were for traits
perceived to be the most consistent (avg. correlation was r=.61), and the lowest
correlations found were for traits perceived as the least consistent (avg. correlation
was r=.14).
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The purpose of Study 1 is to update the literature regarding rated trait
consistency. To the researcher's knowledge this is the only study to investigate
self-consistency ratings for an explicit measure of the Big Five personality traits.
Bern and Allen (1974) first attempted a study of this nature using the Cross
Situation Behavior Survey. This survey asked students trait consistency questions
as follows, "How much do you vary from one situation to another in how friendly
and outgoing you are?" Kendrick and Stringfield (1980), found that the highest
correlations between self, parent, and peer ratings were found on the traits rated as
the most consistent. They believe this method of collecting consistency ratings
from the participants themselves is the most valid because, "since the actor
actually has the most experience observing his or her own behavior, he or she
might well be expected to be most accurate in assessing which behaviors are crosssituationally consistent, and which are under the control of immediate contextual
demands" (Kendrick & Stringfield, 1980). Using an early version of the 16PF
(Cattell, 1943), respondents were asked to rate the extent that they varied from one
situation to another on that specific dimension. Study 1 will follow a similar
instructional set given to respondents to collect trait consistency ratings.
Hypotheses for Study 1
Hypothesis 1a: The personality traits of Extraversion and Openness to
Experience will display significantly greater mean self-ratings on trait consistency
than the traits of Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.
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Hypothesis 1b: The personality trait of Extraversion will display a
significantly greater mean self-rating on trait consistency than the trait of
Openness to Experience.
It is believed that Extraversion will demonstrate a higher mean self-rating

than Openness to Experience based on biological evidence (Loehlin, 1992),
evidence of high levels of observability (Funders & Do broth, 1987), and evidence
that found Extraversion to be the most stable personality trait (Roberts &
Delvecchio, 2000).
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Chapter II
Participant Sample

Study 1: Method

Data was collected from 256 (142 = male; 114 = female) undergraduate
students at a southeastern university. The student ages ranged from 16 - 41 years
and the mean age was 20.02 years. As part of the curriculum requirements for the
Introduction to Psychology undergraduate course, students are asked to participate
in one research experiment per semester.
Measures
NEO-FFI

The NEO-FFI is a shorter, validated version of the NEO-PI-R that assesses
global information on the Big Five personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
This measure consists of a total of 60-item, with 12 items each assessing the
personality traits of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness. The 12-items with the strongest (positive or negative) loadings
for each factor from the NEO-PI-R, comprise the NEO-FFI. Internal consistency
for the NEO-FFI is .86, .77, .73, .68, and .81 for Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness respectively (Costa & McCrae,
1992).
Procedure
After reading and signing the informed consent form (See Appendix A), all
students were administered the NEO Personality Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-PI-
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FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992). Participants were asked to rate all 60-items on their
degree of consistency in regards to their behavior. A seven-point Likert rating
scale was used with 7 measuring the greatest level of consistency. The lowest
boundary of the consistency scale read "I always behave differently (I am never
consistent)", and the highest boundary read "I am always consistent (I never
vary)".
Participants were given a written example and reminded that regardless of
agreeing or disagreeing with the items, they were to focus on their consistency
regarding that behavior. For example, for the Conscientiousness item that reads, "I
keep my belongings neat and clean", if this is true, how consistent are you and if
this is false , again how consistently false is this? See Appendix B for instructional
set. Trait consistency ratings were computed by aggregating the items into their
respective trait scale scores.
Analyses
To analyze Hypotheses 1 and 2, a GLM Repeated Measures procedure was
used to provide an analysis of variance when the same measurement (consistency)
is made more than one time on each subject.

Results
The sphericity assumption states that the variance of the difference scores
in a within-subjects design will be equal across all the groups. If this assumption
is violated, there will be an increase in Type I errors. Upon examining Mauchly's
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Test of Sphericity, this assumption was not violated (Mauchly' s W= .551 ).
Descriptive statistics for the five NEO-FFI trait consistency ratings are found in
Table II.
Hypothesis 1a and 1b were both supported. Hypothesis 1a stated that the
personality traits of Extraversion and Openness to Experience will display
significantly greater mean ratings on trait consistency than the traits of Emotional
Stability, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. Hypothesis 1b stated that the
personality trait of Extraversion will display a significantly greater mean rating on
trait consistency than the trait of Openness to Experience.
Table III demonstrates that a main effect was found for rated trait
consistency between the 5 traits (F= 135.075; P<.001). Pairwise comparisons were
analyzed to test for significant differences between trait ratings. The Least
Significant Difference test was utilized to identify significant post hoc differences
between the 5 traits. Fisher's LSD method was chosen as all cells were equal.
Using a statistic like this, versus multiplet-tests, helps prevent the experimenter
from making type I errors by capitalizing on chance. Mean differences between the
trait consistency ratings varied from 1.87 between Openness to Experience and
Conscientiousness to 16.15 between Neuroticism and Extraversion (SEE Table
IV). Mean differences between all rated traits were significant at p < .001,
excluding the mean difference between Openness and Conscientiousness
(significant at p< .05).
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A review of Table II demonstrates that Extraversion was rated as the most
consistent trait (x = 60.59), followed by Openness to Experience (x = 56.66),
Conscientiousness (x = 54. 79), Agreeableness (x = 50.83), and the scale rated the
least consistent was Neuroticism (x

=

44.45).
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Chapter III
Faking Personality Measures
The Effects of Faking on Personality Measures
The purpose of this section is to provide a discussion of the second critical
issue facing personality measurement and discuss its relationship to the first issue
of trait consistency. While important in its own right, the phenomenon of faking
can be used to more closely examine the issue of trait consistency. It continues to
be argued that self-report personality measures are susceptible to faking, especially
when used in the context of personnel selection. Faking good involves an
individual consciously manipulating their responses to a personality measure with
the intent to make a favorable impression. This issue has many implications for
personnel selection. For instance, many organizations evaluate applicants based
on observed scores. Applicants are ranked according to these observed scores and
often selected in a top-down fashion. An individual who has faked good will
displace an individual who has answered honestly. In an applicant selection
context, faking good may change the applicant rank order and impact final
selection decisions.
While often used interchangeably, faking, response distortion, and social
desirability are distinct concepts. Faking refers to the difference between an
applicant score and the true score for that individual. This term refers more to the
behavior of altering one's true score, than to a construct. Response Distortion and
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Social Desirability refer more to the potential biasing elements that cause the
differences between applicant score and the true score. Social Desirability is
further comprised of two separate constructs. These are impression management
and self-deception. Impression management represents an individual's deliberate
attempt to distort their responses in order to create a favorable impression on
others, while self-deception is the dispositional tendency to think of oneself in a
favorable manner (Barrick & Mount, 1996).
The phenomenon of applicant faking may be explained by several other
factors as well. Three factors have been suggested that may explain individual
differences in faking. These are personal characteristics, opportunity to fake, and
characteristics of the situation (Douglas et al, 1996). Personal characteristics that
include honesty and integrity may affect faking behavior, as well as an individual's
ability to fake. In order to fake the individual must have the opportunity to do so.
If an individual is high on a specific trait they will have little room to fake, and if
they are low on a given trait they will have a greater range to fake. Situational
characteristics will also influence faking, as variables such as monetary need and
motivation to be hired will impact faking behavior.
Mount and Barrick (1995) have broken down the research on faking into
three main issues of concern. The first issue is whether people can fake their
personality scores. The second issue is the prevalence of faking, or how often
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does this behavior occur? Finally, the third issue is to examine the effects faking
has on the personality measures themselves.
Issue 1: Can Personality Measures be Faked?

Research does indicate that people can fake their scores on a personality
measure. When individuals are asked to distort their scores on a personality scale,
they are able to do so in a favorable direction (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp &
McCloy, 1990; Griffith, 1997). The results of several studies have confirmed that
when instructed to do so, individuals_can raise their scores on personality measures
(Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999; Griffith, 1997; Douglas, McDaniel, & Snell, 1996;
Hough et al, 1990; Ryan & Sackett, 1987).
Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, and McCloy ( 1990) found that when
instructed to do so, army enlisted personnel were able to inflate their scores.
Viswesvaran and Ones (1999) conducted a meta-analysis to answer not only this
question, but also whether respondents could successfully fake across all the Big
Five traits. Instructions to fake good were successful in eliciting faking responses.
On average, respondents underfake good instructions, inflated their scores by half
a standard deviation. Faking effect sizes ranged from .48 to .65 for the five traits
providing evidence that the traits are comparable regarding susceptibility to faking.
Between-subjects designs demonstrated smaller effect sizes and less variability
across the Big Five traits than within-subjects designs. The standardized mean
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differences between participants told to respond honestly andfake good were .60
for between-subjects designs and .72 for within-subjects designs.
Issue 2: How Often Does Faking Occur?

The answers to the questions surrounding issues 2 and 3 continue to remain
areas of heated debate. According to the previously mentioned study by Hough,
Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, and McCloy (1990), faking is not prevalent and validities
remain stable. Hough et al (1990), concluded that, "the intentional distortion of
self-descriptions in a socially desirable way may not be the problem it has often
been assumed to be." They found the mean personality scores of the applicant
sample to be similar to those of the two incumbent samples. In other words they
suggested that although people are able to fake when instructed to do so, very few
applicants actually do distort their scores. Unfortunately, Hough et al.'s (1990)
study used military personnel who had already been sworn into duty. This
population is surely not comparable to a true applicant population.
Contrary evidence has been found by Griffith, Chmielewski, Yoshita,
McDaniel, Snell, and Frei (2000). They utilized a true applicant setting and found
that 55% of the applicants elevated their scores

a standard deviation or more

when applying for a job and that applicant faking had a substantial impact on the
rank ordering of scores, and thus on top-down selection. Stokes, Hogan and Snell
(1993) also found that applicants were more likely to engage in impression

Personality 42
management than incumbents, because of the motivational differences between
these 2 groups.
Douglas, McDaniel and Snell (1996), demonstrate that the prevalence of
faking in applicant samples is not the most important issue, but whether it occurs
even in small amounts. In other words, even if most applicants are not faking
good, it only takes a small percentage of applicants to fake to have a big effect.
They demonstrated how relatively few fakers in a sample will rise to the top end of
the distribution, thereby contaminating the selection process as the majority of
applicants in the top hiring range are individuals who faked good. As the number
of applicant fakers increased from 0%-25o/o, the number of fakers ranked in the to
ten applicants increased from 0 to 8.8. Using item response theory, Zickar, Rosse,
and Levin (1996) also showed that very few fakers are needed for the top end of
the distribution to become comprised of a high percentage of fakers.

Issue 3: How Does Faking Affect the Personality Measures?
Leading into the third issue, research by Douglas, McDaniel and Snell
(1996), demonstrated that the criterion validity of personality measures decays
when applicants fake. They found evidence that suggested that as the percentage
of fakers increased, the mean validity of the measures dropped. As the number of
applicants who faked increased from 0%-25%, the mean validity decreased from
.34 to .19.
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Smith and Ellingson (2002) examined the relationship between personality
and social desirability constructs across two samples. One sample was an
applicant sample (where respondents should be motivated to fake good) and the
second sample was a student sample (who had no motivation to fake good). Social
desirability is believed to be comprised of two components: impression
management and self-deception (Barrick & Mount, 1996). Impression
management is the deliberate attempt to distort one's responses in order to create a
favorable impression, and self-deception is a dispositional tendency to view
oneself in a favorable light. Smith and Ellingson (2002) believed that if faking
was prevalent the correlations between the social desirability constructs and
personality scores would differ across samples. They found no significant
differences between the two sample's correlations. They concluded that social
desirability reflects personality trait variance and reflects individual differences.
They did however find that applicants reported higher means on some sub-scales
(virtuous and mastery) and participants reported higher means on other sub-scales
(experience seeking and education). It appears that each sample scored higher on
positive dimensions relevant to their situation. Further support was found
indicating that response distortion has little impact on the construct validity of
personality measures (Smith & Ellingson, 2002), and that social desirability had
little influence on the higher order factor structure that characterized the
relationships between personality scales (Ellingson, Smith, & Sackett, 2001 ).
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Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reis (1996) would also support these conclusions.
They found that social desirability was not pervasive and that removing the effects
of social desirability from the "Big Five" dimensions of personality left the
criterion validities between personality constructs and job performance intact.
They conclude by saying, "scores on social desirability reflect individual
differences in personality variables". Significant correlations were found between
Conscientiousness and social desirability (r=.20) and between Emotional Stability
and social desirability (r=37), implying that to partial social desirability out of
personality constructs would be removing true variance from these constructs.
While providing evidence supporting the assertion that social desirability is true
variance of the personality constructs it correlated with (vs. these constructs are
susceptible to social desirability) for 4 of the "Big Five" constructs they couldn't
support this for the trait of Agreeableness (and is questionable for the traits of
Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability, pp.666).
These findings have not been without critique (Griffith et al, 1997).
Schmit and Ryan (1993), found that the five factor structure fit non-applicant data,
but did not fit the applicant data well. A sixth factor emerged, which they called
the "ideal employee" factor. This additional factor for the applicant sample was
comprised of all of the Conscientiousness items, three Agreeableness items and
two Extraversion items.
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Additional support was found for this decay in factor structure when
respondents were instructed to "fake good" versus "answer honestly" (Douglas et
al, 1996; Griffith, 1997). Douglas et al (1996) found differences in factor structure
for a measure of Conscientiousness across these two experimentally manipulated
conditions, with higher Conscientiousness scale reliabilities in the "fake good"
condition. Griffith, Frei, Snell, Hamill and Wheeler (1997), examined the effects
of either warning applicants to answer honestly before they answered a personality
measure or giving applicants no warning. They found that significant differences
existed between the two groups in the number of latent factors, factor loadings,
and intercorrelations. This study supports the idea that when applicants are not
discouraged to misrepresent themselves, their responses conform to a different
measurement structure than those applicants answering honestly.
Research in this area has produced mixed results as Montag and Comrey
(1990) also reported difficulty recapturing the five-factor structure using job
applicants, whereas other researchers have recovered the five-factors successfully
in applicant samples (Smith, Ranges & Dickson, 2001; Ellingson, Smith &
Sackett, 2001 ).
Utilizing multiple-group confirmatory factor analysis, Griffith, Snell,
McDaniel and Frei, (1998) examined the structural and measurement invariance of
the NEO-PI-R across these two experimentally manipulated conditions. They
found significant differences between thefake good and honest groups in the
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number of factors, factor loadings, factor intercorrelations, and the indicator errors
of measurement. The five factor model did not fit the covariance matrix of the
NEO-PI-R in the "fake good" condition, providing support that social desirability
will decay the factor structure of personality measures. This method of asking
respondents to "fake good" has been criticized as exacerbating the effects of social
desirability beyond what occurs in a true applicant setting (Ones et al, 1996; Smith
et al, 2001 ).
Ellingson, Smith, and Sackett (2001) implied that when instructed to "fake
good", individuals inflate all items in the personality scale resulting in an
universally inflated mean score, but that in real-organizational setting individuals
will only focus on certain items. The statistics presented in this study indicated
that individuals high in social desirability translated their higher ratings to specific
items versus across all items. If this is the case, research should direct itself to
understanding which items are affected the most and attempt to answer why this
occurs. Griffith, Frei, Snell, Hamill and Wheeler ( 1997), found that only some
constructs were affected by social desirability in a true applicant setting. The
construct Persuasion showed strong method bias contamination, while the
construct Social Adjustment showed little decay.
While research within these three faking issues has provided us with many
answers, researchers should continue to increase our understanding of this
phenomenon. From the research mentioned above, we come to three conclusions.
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First, personality measures are susceptible to faking; second, the issue of how
many fakers are in our applicant sample is not as important as if any fakers exist at
all in the sample; and third, faking affects the validity of our personality measures.
From these conclusions I move to an important question. What can we do about
people who fake their scores on personality measures and should we focus more
on the individual or the personality measure itself? Several attempts that have
been made to identify fakers have been met with mixed results.
Can We Stop Faking? Previous Attempts
Hough et al (1990) discusses several strategies that have been implemented
to curb the faking of personality measures. One strategy is to construct personality
measures using forced-choice items that are judged to be similar in social
desirability. A review of research by Waters (1965) indicates that respondents are
still capable of distorting their responses on measure of this type.
A second strategy has been to develop items that are more subtle in tapping
the personality construct in question. Studies have demonstrated that subtle items
often are less valid than more obvious items, and therefore decrease the validity of
the scale (Hough et al, 1990).
A third strategy has been to warn respondents that there are consequences
for distorting their responses. This approach has been shown to produce a small
but stable effect (Griffith et al, 1997; Schrader & Osburn, 1977). Finally, several
methods have been developed to attempt to identify fakers. Integrity scales are

Personality 48
developed in hopes of identifying dishonest respondents. These scales are often
very transparent and are easily faked themselves (Ryan & Sackett, 1987). Scales
have been developed to measure social desirability but there are problems with this
approach as well. While a scale such as the Balanced Inventory of Socially
Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1984) is useful in identifying potential dishonest
respondents, it not only captures variance associated with lying but it also captures
variance associated with personality variables (Ones et al, 1996). Hogan (1991)
concluded that social desirability is related to good adjustment and presenting
oneself in a favorable manner is a personality trait in and of itself. Other
approaches to detect aberrant response patterns have utilized item response theory
(IRT).
In fact, Zickar and Drasgow (1996) demonstrated that an IRT approach
correctly classified a high number of fakers with lower rates of misclassification
than a social desirability scale. Developed from IRT, appropriateness
measurement identifies mismeasured individuals on a scale that provides adequate
measurement for the majority of individuals. This technique quantifies the
difference between the respondent's observed pattern of responses to the items in
the scale and that pattern expected on the basis of the respondent's standing on the
latent trait. In general, item/option response functions are probabilities of
choosing an item based on the individual's standing on the trait. Zickar and
Drasgow (1996) compared the IRT technique with a social desirability technique
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and found that with a false positive rate of0.5%, the IRT method demonstrated hit
rates of 30%-9% across samples and the social desirability method displayed lower
hit rates from 14o/o-l %. This approach is promising but difficulties lie in using
this approach for tests with fewer than 20-items, those with a limited range of item
difficulty (Reise & Due, 1991 ), and a small sample size (Zickar & Drasgow,
1996).
As mentioned earlier, social desirability consists of two constructs:
impression management and self-deception (Barrick & Mount, 1996). Impression
management is the deliberate attempt to distort one's responses in order to create a
favorable impression, and self-deception is a dispositional tendency to view
oneself in a favorable light. According to Hogan ( 1991 ), self-deception is a part of
personality and according to Ones et al (1996) it is associated with the personality
traits of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. In fact, Lee and Klein (2002) show
that Conscientiousness and self-deception correlated at a significant r= .3 9.
Across the 3 self-deception sub-scales correlations were r= .40, .25, and .22. They
infer that self-deception is a stable trait that is consistent over time.
The situations that should concern personnel specialists is when applicants
deliberately attempt to distort their scores (impression management). This is a
concern not only because of the effect it has on applicant ranking and therefore
selection decisions, but also because it is incongruent with the basic assumptions
underlying trait theory. As mentioned earlier, the use of personality measures to
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make selection decisions, places a great burden on the construct validity of the
resulting scores (Ellingson et al, 2001 ).
It is the purpose of this research to investigate which items or constructs
are susceptible to applicant faking, and why these items or constructs are more
susceptible than others. It is proposed here that the "fakability" of traits may be
related to the issue of trait inconsistency. If individuals see variability in their
behavior across situations relevant to a particular trait, they may be more likely to
distort their responses to items measuring that trait. This distortion may be
intentional or it may be part of the natural human tendency to think of oneself in a
positive manner. Whatever the reason, by asking respondents to answer items
embedded in a specific frame-of-reference, organizations and researchers may gain
a more accurate score and increase the predictive validity of the personality
measure. I will examine these differences across both a "General" measure of the
Big Five and a "Work-specific" (FOR) measure, examining the measurement
properties of each instrument and their predictive validities.

The Importance of Frame-ofreference (FOR) to Personality Measurement
One purpose of this research is to investigate which items or constructs are
susceptible to applicant faking, why these items or constructs are more susceptible
than others, and propose a method to decrease the faking of these items or
constructs, ensuring construct and predictive validity remain intact. I believe that
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providing applicants a specific, work frame-of-reference will achieve this latter
research goal.
A personality measure embedded in a work frame-of-reference may not
necessarily decrease faking directly, but may indirectly influence lower levels of
faking. Because individuals are responding to the items as they would behave at
work, particular behaviors may be constrained (especially negative behaviors like
arguing, being unfriendly, untidiness and lack of effort). Since the work setting
(including work norms) constrain certain negative behaviors and drive other
positive behaviors, it is likely that individuals will have less opportunity tofake
because they will display high levels of positive characteristics and low levels of
negative characteristics to maintain and successfully perform their job.
Consider for a moment an example of a soldier in basic training. This is an
extreme example of a constrained environment, where every soldier is expected to
behave in a highly conscientious manner (Figure la). Now consider the same
soldier off-duty with his friends (Figure 1b). It now becomes an issue of
individual trait consistency. Some individuals will behave more consistently
across these two different situations, but research has shown us that many do not
(Mischel, Shoda & Mendoza-Denton, 2002; Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Bern &
Allen, 1974).
I am not asserting that frame-of-reference measures cannot or will not be
faked. However, in an applicant setting individuals may have difficulty answering
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items that are written in a general context because of situational ambiguity. By
providing applicants with a specific frame-of-reference I believe they will provide
answers that are more predictive of job performance criteria and more accurate
regarding their personality at work. Behavior at work is more constrained than in
other settings and in order to keep a job, employees often must constrain behaviors
at work versus other settings (at home or around friends). The utilization of work
frame-of-reference measures may not prohibit faking per se, but it may provide
less opportunity for faking as individuals must exhibit high levels of appropriate
work behaviors or traits to perform their jobs successfully.
If you look again to Figure 1 (a & b), you will note that if this soldier was
asked to describe his conscientious behavior in each situation, and assuming he
answers honestly, he would provide two distinct answers. In the more constrained
(basic training) situation he would be high in conscientiousness and in the less
constrained situation (off-duty) he would be low in conscientiousness. If we target
behaviors embedded in a situation-specific context, this soldier has a specific
frame-of-reference for his behavior and little room to inflate his score.
If the personality traits of Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness are regarded as less consistent, it makes sense that these items
will be difficult to answer without a specific frame-of-reference. Lord (1982)
demonstrated that in each of his three successful attempts to predict behavioral
consistency, subjects were provided with a specific frame-of-reference. If we do
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not account for specific frame-of-references in personality assessment, we may
average out unique and true variance in order to obtain a more general/global
measure.

The Variability I True Score Trade-Off
Traditionally, the variability in an individual's behavior across situations
has been seen as uninformative variance that reflects either measurement error or
environmental influences. To deal with this variability we aggregate the
individual's behavior across many situations to produce their true score (Mischel
& Shoda, 1995).
A true score cannot be directly measured as it is a theoretical construct, but
latent trait theory would assume that every individual has a true score for each
trait. To derive an estimate of this true score an individual's behavior, on a
particular dimension, may be collected an, theoretically, infinite amount of times.
These multiple observations should form a normal distribution, and the mean score
of this distribution is referred to as their true score. Researchers who subscribe to
the situation-specific perspective of personality may argue that everyone has
several true scores for each trait depending on the situation. While the average
summary score allows us to assess differences between individuals on a particular
trait, it may mask important information. Individuals will also differ in their
pattern of situation-behavior relations. Mischel, Shoda and Mendoza-Denton
(2002) provided evidence that intraindividual variability in behavior across
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situations does not reflect noise but stable and distinctive situation-behavior
profiles. In summary, an individual's aggregate true score across several distinct
situations is comprised of many stable true scores that may differ across situations.
Figure 2a demonstrates this balance between variability and true score
variance. A general measure of personality will include items that tap the
particular personality construct across many situations, resulting in much
variability. Figure 2b demonstrates that as we decrease this situational variance by
tapping the personality construct in a single context, we get closer to the true score
of the individual in that context.
Behavior is a complex and interactive function of personality (our unique
differences) and the environment (norms, roles, and circumstances). When
personality assessment only provides information on the personality side of this
interaction, our behavioral predictors will remain weak. Digman (1990) refers to
this personality correlation bind of .30 or so because of our neglect of the situation
in assessment.
Hypotheses for Study 2
It is proposed here that a work frame-of-reference will not only increase

the predictive validity of the personality measure, but it will also decrease the
applicant distortion believed to occur because of the ambiguity found in general
personality measures. A nested model approach will be utilized to identify the
differences found between applicant and non-applicant populations for both the
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work frame-of-reference measure and the general personality measure. The
following hypotheses are concerned with the measurement invariance of the Big
Five model across applicant and non-applicant groups. In other words, does the
Big Five model fit both groups in a similar fashion? If the Big Five model does
not fit both the applicant and non-applicant groups, its' validity is questioned for
the group with poor fit. Byrne (1998) highlights five questions researchers should
be concerned with answering to provide evidence of measurement invariance.
These questions examine the items of the instrument in question, the factorial
structure of the instrument, specified paths and latent means of the instrument, and
the errors of measurement. By examining the number of factors, loadings of
indicators, indicator errors of measurement, and factor correlations, we are in
essence testing the construct validity of, in this case, the NEO-FFI. In other
words, in both the applicant and non-applicant settings, are we measuring the same
constructs?
Hypothesis 2a: The number of factors will be significantly different
between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General personality
measure.
Hypothesis 2b: The loadings of indicators will be significantly different
between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General personality
measure.
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Hypothesis 2c: The indicator errors of measurement will be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General
personality measure.
Hypothesis 2d: The factor intercorrelations will be significantly different
between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General personality
measure.
Hypothesis 3a: The number of factors will not be significantly different
between an applicant condition and honest condition for the work Frame-ofreference personality measure.
Hypothesis 3b: The loadings of indicators will not be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the work Frameof-reference personality measure.
Hypothesis 3c: The indicator errors of measurement will not be
significantly different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the
work Frame-of-reference personality measure.
Hypothesis 3d: The factor intercorrelations will not be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the work Frameof-reference personality measure.
Global measures cannot strongly predict specific behaviors according to
Ajzen and Fishbein, (1977). Specific criterion should be conceptually linked to
specific predictors. Costa ( 1996) echoes this important point that in utilizing the
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NEO-PI-R the 30-specific facets may provide better predictive validity than the
more broad five factors.
If predicting job performance is our goal, the greatest predictive power of
the Big Five measures will be found when applicants are provided with an
employment frame-of-reference to respond to scale items. Schmit and Ryan
(1993) showed that Conscientiousness and Agreeableness items were most
strongly affected in the applicant setting. Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reis (1996),
reported that Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability were related to social
desirability in their study. The fact that individuals have difficulty completing
these items absent of any specific frame-of-reference (in general) may account for
the changes among these factor items, while other factors remain intact.
This research will build on previous research that suggests that greater
validity is found with frame-of-reference personality measures versus general
measures. English, Griffith, and Steelman (2002) found that a team frame-ofreference measure predicted team performance greater than a general reference
measure. A Conscientiousness measure written with a team frame-of-reference
significantly correlated with team performance at r= .39, while the general
Conscientiousness measure correlated with team performance at a non-significant
r= .26. These findings suggest that frame-of-reference will increase the predictive
validity of personality measures.
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Hypothesis 4: Predictive validities will be greater between the Work
Specific (FOR) personality measure and the measure of job performance, than for
the General personality measure and the measure of job performance in the
applicant setting.
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Chapter IV
Study 2: Method
Participant Sample
Data was initially collected from 63 8 undergraduate students from several
participating universities in the southeast. Participants from study 1 did not
participate in study 2, and data for each study was collected separately.
Participants were given extra-credit or research experience points for their
participation. For the General-measure conditions, the mean age was 22.46
(Min=l6, Max=47). 54.3% of the population was male, 43.4% female, and 2.3%
did not respond to the demographic items. 73.2% of those responding were
currently employed and 26.8% were not employed. For the Work-measure
conditions the mean age was 21.37 (Min= 16, Max=55). 50.2% of the population
was male, 47.8% female, and 2.0% did not respond to the demographic items.
50.8% of those responding were currently employed, and 49.2% were not
employed.
Measures
NEO-FFI "General" Version
The NEO-FFI is a shorter and validated version of the NEO-PI-R that
assesses global information on the Big Five personality traits (Costa & McCrae,
1992). More information can be found on this measure in Study 1. This measure
consists of 60 items assessing the personality traits of Neuroticism, Extraversion,
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Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The NEO-FFI will be used as
the "General" measure of personality.
NEO-FFI ((Work" FOR Version

A revised version of the NEO-FFI will be used as the Work FOR measure
of personality. Each item was re-phrased within a specific work context following
the method of Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt, and Powell ( 1995). For example, the
Conscientiousness item that reads "I keep my belongings neat and clean.", will be
written as "At work, I keep my belongings neat and clean.". Another example is
the Agreeableness item that reads, "I try to be courteous to everyone I meet", it
will be rewritten to read "I try to be courteous to everyone I meet while working".
Seven items comprising the Openness scale were not rewritten because of their
content. These items were "I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature",
"Poetry has little or no effect on me", "I often try new and foreign foods",
"Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or
wave of excitement", "I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the
universe or the human condition," and "I have a lot of intellectual curiosity".
Rewording these items in a work context would confuse a respondent. It was for
this reason that Schmitt et al (1995) excluded the Openness scale from their
analysis of FOR effects.
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Performance Appraisal
An existing performance appraisal was utilized to assess student job
performance. This measure consists of 8-items that are rated on a 5-point Likert
type scale. The highest total score obtainable is a 40, and the lowest score is an 8.
The performance appraisal also distinguished between typical and
maximum performance. Items 1-6 measured typical performance and items 7-8
measured maximum performance. Typical performance items asked the rater to
provide performance ratings based on how the student typically performs at work,
maximum items asked for ratings based on the participant's potential and what
they were capable of performing on the job. This distinction was made as research
has suggested that personality relates more to typical performance more than
maximum performance, and cognitive ability predicts maximum performance
beyond typical performance (Dubois, Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1993). See
Appendix C for all items comprising this measure.
A total of 144 performance appraisals (PA) were collected (work condition
= 71; general condition = 73). Initially, letters were sent to each consenting
participant's employer, which asked them to take complete the P A and return it in
the provided self-addressed envelope. One and a half weeks after the letters were
mailed phone calls were placed to the employers who had not returned the PA via
mail. For the general condition 27 performance appraisals were collected via mail
and 46 were collected via phone calls. For the work (FOR) condition 21
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performance appraisals were collected via mail and 50 were collected via phone
calls.
Table XV shows the descriptive statistics for the performance appraisal
data. The total PA mean is 33.04, typical performance mean is 24.28, and the
maximum performance mean is 8.76. Table XVI contains the reliability statistics
measured by internal consistency. Alpha is .91 for the typical performance items,
.73 for the maximum performance items, and .93 for all items aggregated into the
total PA score. Skewness and kurtosis statistics are found in Table XVII, and
range from -1.272 to 1. 765, and are acceptable (George and Mallery, 1999).
Procedure
Participants were informed before the experimenter's arrival that they
would be participating in a scheduled research day. Participants received either
extra-credit or research experience points towards their class grade. To replicate a
true applicant condition, deception was used in this study (See Appendix D for
Study Administration Protocol). The experimenter portrayed himself as an
employee for a local, university based consulting firm.
Participants were then told that while they were participating in research,
they would also have the opportunity to apply for a student job at the consulting
firm. Participants were given a job description and asked to read it carefully (See
Appendix E). This job description advertised the job as paying $18.00/hour and
offered flexible work hours and the ability to work from home or school. The job
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description presented the job as comprised of mostly clerical work and the
experimenter ensured the participants that they were each eligible.
Following the description of the job, participants were given an applicant
packet. The applicant packet was comprised of a job application (See Appendix F),
Wonderlic Personnel Test, a measure of Conscientiousness and the NEO-FFI. Of
the 638 participants that participated in this experiment, 300 participants received
packets that contained General versions of the NEO-FFI, and 338 participants
received a packet that contained the Work (FOR) version of the NEO-FFI.
The application asked participants if they were 1) interested in the job, and
2) and if they wished to apply for the job, to provide current employer contact
information. After completion of the measures in the application packet, materials
were collected by the experimenter. Participants were debriefed and the
experimenter told the participants that no job existed. Participants were also told
that any contact with their current employer would be for research purposes only,
and no mention of their job application would be made. At this time they were
asked to read and sign an Informed Consent form (See Appendix G).
The NEO-FFI was then administered under 2 instructional sets. The first
instructional set directed participants to answer the items as honestly as possible.
The second instructional set requested that participants fake their answers to make
themselves look favorable to an employer. For the purposes of this study only the
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Honest condition was utilized (See Appendix H for Honest condition instructional
set).
Participants were encouraged to take the research seriously and warned that
random responding would be identified. Finally participants were told that those
who participated further would be placed into a raffle-drawing for $15.00 gift
cards at a local computer/music/electronics store.
Results
Manipulation Check
To ensure that the manipulation was successful a brief survey was
randomly collected from a sub-sample of 64 participants. This survey asked "Did
you believe that you were applying for a real job during this experiment?" Table
V demonstrates that 75% of the participants believed they were applying for a real

job.
The application also included an item to measure the manipulation's effect.
Participants were asked to rate their interest in the job on a 5-point scale where 1=
no interest and 2 -5 = somewhat interested to very interested. In the General
measure conditions, 79 .9o/o of the participants rated their interest a 2 or greater
(Mean= 3.43, Median= 4, Mode= 5, S.D.= 1.51). In the Work measure
conditions, 78.7% of the participants rated their interest a 2 or greater (Mean=3.35,
Median= 4, Mode= 4, S.D.=1.51).
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Additional support for the applicant manipulation is found upon examining
the means across Applicant and Honest conditions. Table VI demonstrates that the
means were higher in the Applicant condition than in the Honest condition for all
traits (excluding Neuroticism in which lower scores would be expected and were
found). This pattern was found for both General and Work groups (see Table
VIII).

Descriptive Statistics
Data was initially visually screened for random responding. Data was
screened for missing values and cases with more than one missing value per 12item scale were omitted. Missing values were replaced with the individual's mean
scale score on that particular trait to maintain trait consistency. Outliers were
examined and data that fell more than two standard deviations outside the mean
were omitted (26 cases were omitted for extreme scores). There were 2 sessions
where many participants arrived late and missed the Applicant condition. They
were administered the Honest and Fake conditions, resulting in a larger Honest
sample size than Applicant sample size.
For structural equation modeling purposes, the data was divided into the
following four measurement conditions: General Measure- Honest condition (N=
228), General Measure- Applicant condition (N= 207), Work Measure- Honest
condition (N= 236), and the Work Measure- Applicant condition (N= 226).
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A sample size of 200 is recommended by Kelloway (1998), for structural
equation models with moderate complexity. A minimum sample size of 100 to
200 is recommended for confidence interpreting the goodness of fit test (Hoyle,
1995). Another suggestion regarding sample size is that the ratio of sample size to
estimated parameters be between 5: 1 and 10: 1 (Bentler & Chou, 1987). The
model tested contains 40 parameters, indicating that each group meets the 5: 1 ratio
recommended by Bentler and Chou (1987).
Table VI contains the means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum
scores for the General group. Table VII contains the means, standard deviations,
minimum and maximum scores for the Work group. Finally, Table VIII
demonstrates the mean differences between Applicant and Honest conditions for
both General and Honest groups.
For both groups the means are higher in the Applicant condition. The
means are also higher for the Work condition than for the General condition (again
excluding Neuroticism).
Table IX includes the reliabilities of both groups and conditions, as
measured by Cronbach's alpha. For the General group, the Honest condition
reliabilities ranged from .77- .86, excluding Openness where alpha= .58; and in the
Applicant condition reliabilities ranged from .82- .89, again excluding Openness
where alpha= .69. For the Work group, the Honest condition reliabilities ranged
from .81- .89, excluding Openness where alpha= .61; and in the Applicant
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condition reliabilities ranged from .81- .89, again excluding Openness where
alpha= .60.
Multi-group Analyses

Assumptions
Statistical outliers were identified thru descriptive analysis using SPSS and
data that fell more than 3.29 standard deviations outside the mean were omitted
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
A critical assumption to running SEM is multivariate normality
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), a
Kurtosis and Skewness statistic between 0-1 is excellent and between 0-2 is
acceptable. These statistics can be in the negative or positive direction (George &
Mallery, 1999). Table X contains the Skewness and Kurtosis statistics for
General condition. The General Skewness statistics ranged from -.488 - .188, and
the Kurtosis statistics ranged from -.695 - .453. Table XI contains the Skewness
and Kurtosis statistics for Work condition. The Work Skewness statistics ranged
from -.632- .414, and the Kurtosis statistics ranged from -.774- .496. Therefore,
the data meets the assumption of normality.
Hypotheses 2a-2d, and 3a-3d was analyzed using Multiple Groups LISREL
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). LISREL v.8.54 for Windows (Scientific Software
International: Chicago, Illinois) was used to test the measurement invariance
across the Honest and Applicant conditions for both the General measure and the
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Work measure. A nested model approach was used to test for significant
differences between groups (Williams & Anderson, 1994). This series of analyses
was conducted one time to test hypotheses 2a-2d, for the General condition, and a
second time to test hypotheses 3a-3d, for the Work FOR condition.
To prepare the data for analyses, testlets were created to from the 60 items
that comprise the NEO-FFI. Four testlets of3-items were created for each of the
five latent traits. A total of 20 testlets were computed by aggregating the items
within each testlet. A theoretical approach was used to create the testlets, as items
that were initially derived from the same NEO-PI-R sub-factor scale and items that
were intercorrelated were placed in the same testlet. This method of creating
testlets is advised to assist managing the ratio of observed indicators to latent
constructs, reduce the number of model parameters, and to increase the chance of
acceptable model fit (Hall, Snell, & Foust, 1999).
Measurement models were identified to examine baseline model fit (see
Table XII). Several indices of fit were examined including the ratio of chi-square
to degrees of freedom, root mean squared residual (RMR), root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA), goodness of fit (GFI), comparative fit index (CFI),
normed fit index (NFI), and the parsimonious goodness of fit (PGFI). The chisquare is an index of the discrepancy between the implied covariance matrix
(implied by the model) and the population covariance matrix (Kelloway, 1998). If
the specified model can fit the population covariance matrix, goodness of fit is
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obtained. A non-significant chi-square implies that the two matrices are not
significantly different and good fit is obtained. RMR and RMSEA imply good fit
with values less than .05. The GFI implies good fit with values exceeding 0.9.
These absolute fit indices are concerned with the ability of the model to reproduce
the correlation/covariance matrix with the given data (Kelloway, 1998). CFI and
NFI are indices of comparative fit. Contrasting the absolute fit indices, these
compare the model to a "null" model (or a model that should provide a poor fit to
the data). Typically, these compare the model to an independent model where
there is no relationship between the variables. CFI and NFI imply good fit when
they are greater than 0.90. Finally the PGFI is concerned with the cost benefit
trade off of degrees of freedom and fit (Kelloway, 1998). This ranges from 0-1,
and indicate good fit with higher values.
2

As Table XII illustrates, the General Applicant model (x /df, 410.781160
2

=ratio of2.6 to 1; See Figure 4) and the Work Applicant model (X /df,
313.88/160 =ratio of 1.9 to 1; See Figure 5) fit the data best. The General Honest
model (X 2 /df, 555.57/160= ratio of3.47 to 1; See Figure 6) and the Work Honest
model (X 2 /df, 557.75/160 =ratio of3.49 to 1; See Figure 7) did not fit the data as
well. The finding that the applicant condition models fit the data best is expected
given that applicants are answering the items more consistently in the same
direction (ceiling effect). Higher levels of consistency will produce better fit
statistics.
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General Measure - Multi-group Analyses
The test for measurement invariance examines whether the models for two
conditions (Honest and Applicant) share the same number of factors, loadings of
indicators, factor intercorrelations, and the indicator errors of measurement. To
first test if the models differ significantly between groups, a null model is
examined in which all parameters between groups are constrained to be equal. If
the covariance matrices between groups are not equal, a nested model approach
will examine where the differences can be found. Six models are tested that allow
parameters to be freely estimated, while constraining other parameters, and each
subsequent model becomes more constrained.
As Table XIII demonstrates, Model A (most constrained) did not provide a
good fit across the Honest and Applicant conditions Cx /df: 604.55 I 210 = ratio
2

of2.87 to 1). This exceeds the 2 to 1 ratio and indicates that the measurement
structure is not invariant (equal) across the Applicant and Honest conditions. To
examine where the differences lie, I conducted a nested model approach (Alwin &
Jackson, 1981 ). Figure 3 may serve as a visual reference for the nested models
tested while Table XIII contains model statistics.

'

Hypothesis 2a stated that the number of factors will be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General
personality measure. To test this hypothesis, the number of factors is set free in
Model B and then constrained in Model C (See Figure 3: A). This hypothesis was
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supported as a significant chi-square difference was found between the Model B
2

and Model C (X /df; 247.86/75 = ratio of3.30 to 1).
Hypothesis 2b stated that the loadings of indicators will be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General
personality measure. This hypothesis was supported as a significant chi -square
difference was found between the Model D and Model E (x 2 /df; 36.33/15 = ratio
of2.42 to 1). See Figure 3:C.
Hypothesis 2c stated that the indicator errors of measurement will be
significantly different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the
General personality measure. Model E is tested against a more restricted model as
error variances are constrained in Model F, in addition to the factor loadings (See
Figure 3: C & D). This hypothesis was supported as a significant chi-square
difference was found between ModelE and Model F

Cx 2 /df; 807.38/10 = ratio of

80.74 to 1).
Hypothesis 2d stated that the factor intercorrelations will be significantly
different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the General
personality measure. A more highly restricted Model G is now tested against
Model F, which constrains the factor loadings, error variances and factor
correlations (See Figure 3: B, C & D). This hypothesis was supported as a
significant chi -square difference was found between Model F and Model G ( X

2
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ldf; 59.05 I 15 =ratio of3.94 to 1). Table XIV displays the nested model approach
and highlights the significant differences found between the nested models tested.

Work (FOR) Measure - Multi-group Analyses
As Table XV demonstrates, Model A (most constrained) did provide a
good fit across the Work Honest and Applicant conditions (X 2 ldf: 405.31 I 210 =
ratio of 1.93 to 1). This is less than the 2 to 1 ratio and indicates that the
measurement structure is invariant (equal) across the Applicant and Honest
conditions. According to Alwin and Jackson (1981), further tests for measurement
invariance are not warranted. This is equivalent to an ANOVA interpretation,
where post hoc analyses are not conducted unless a main effect is found. Byrne
(1998) also states that "if the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, the groups are
considered to be equivalent and, thus, tests for invariance are unjustified."
Therefore, Hypothesis 3a, that the number of factors will not be
significantly different between an applicant condition and honest condition for the
Work Specific (FOR) measure; Hypothesis 3b, that the loadings of indicators will
not be significantly different between an applicant condition and honest condition
for the Work Specific (FOR) measure; Hypothesis 3c, that the indicator errors of
measurement will not be significantly different between an applicant condition and
honest condition for the Work Specific (FOR) measure; and finally, Hypothesis
3d that the factor intercorrelations will not be significantly different between an

'
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applicant condition and honest condition for the Work Specific (FOR) measure
were all supported.

Analyses for Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 stated that predictive validities will be greater between the
Work Specific (FOR) personality measure and the measure of job performance,
than for the General personality measure and the measure of job performance in
the applicant setting. To test this hypothesis correlations were computed between
the NEO-FFI scale scores and the total performance appraisal score. A power
analysis was conducted, and an effect size of .30 was utilized as this is an upper
estimate of the expected relationship between personality and job performance
criterion (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Statistical power of. 71 was found for both
conditions. According to Cohen (1992) we should be concerned with whether
power is closer to .80 (acceptable) or closer to .30 (not acceptable). In this case we
are closer to the .80 acceptable level.
Table XVIII contains the correlations between the general Big Five
measure in the Applicant setting and the performance appraisal. Correlations
range from r= -.086 to r= .192. Not one correlation reached the .05 level of
significance.
Table XIX contains the correlations between the work (FOR) Big Five
measure in the Applicant setting and the performance appraisal. Correlations
range from r= -.347 (p< .01) tor= .250 (p<.05). Neuroticism had a significant and
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negative correlation with typical performance (r= -.33, p<. Ol), maximum
performance (r= -.33, p< .01), and the total PA score (r= -.35, p<. Ol).
Agreeableness was significantly correlated with typical performance (r= .25,
p<.05), and the total PA score (r= .24, p<.05); and finally, Conscientiousness was
significant correlated with typical performance (r= .25, p<.05), and the total PA
score (r= .24, p<.05). Therefore Hypothesis 4 was supported as the work (FOR)
personality measure demonstrated greater predictive validities over the general
personality measure.
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Chapter V
Discussion
One purpose of this study was to examine trait consistency utilizing a Big
Five measure. The results suggest there is likely situationally specific variance in
self-ratings of the Big Five constructs, and that this influence may not be uniform
across constructs. When respondents were asked to provide consistency ratings
for NEO-FFI scales, Extraversion was rated as the most consistent trait followed
by Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and then Agreeableness. The scale
rated the least consistent was Neuroticism. This study makes a significant
contribution by examining the consistency of personality traits utilizing the widely
accepted Big Five model. Consistency studies in the past have not utilized an
explicit Big Five measure (Bern & Allen, 1974; Kendrick & Stringfield, 1980).
Given the wide use of these measures, the results of the study have
important implications. If some traits vary across situations, respondents might
have difficulty responding to items measuring these traits because their response in
part may be determined by the context in which the item is answered. For less
consistent traits, there is a great need to provide a frame-of-reference for items
assessing the trait. If work behaviors are the focus of prediction, then a work FOR
should be utilized in item construction and validation. Costa and McCrae ( 1997)
have also suggested utilizing personality inventories that are geared to specific
settings.
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To further examine the issue of trait consistency, an applicant setting was
examined. The results of study 1 suggest that that individuals view their behaviors
as more or less consistent across some traits versus others. Extraversion was rated
as the most consistent trait followed by Openness to Experience,
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and then Neuroticism. Since Extraversion and
Openness were rated as higher in consistency, it was important to examine these
traits across distinct situations. The applicant condition provided this situation. If
Extraversion and Openness are more highly consistent traits, can one assume that
individual behavior across situations will be more consistent regarding these traits
and less consistent regarding traits such as Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and
Neuroticism?
Table VIII contains the mean differences between honest (non-applicant)
and applicant conditions for both the general and work (FOR) measure. The two
traits that remained the most consistent across these two different situations were
Openness and Extraversion. This pattern was found for both types of measures.
For the general measure the mean differences from smallest to largest were
Openness= 2.39, Extraversion= 4.35, Agreeableness=5.29, Neuroticism=5.57, and
Conscientiousness= 6.6.5. For the work (FOR) measure the mean differences
from smallest to largest were Openness= 0.99, Extraversion= 2.91,
Neuroticism=3.50, Agreeableness= 3.69, and Conscientiousness= 4.92.
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Hypotheses 2a-3d were supported, and provides evidence that the construct
validity of FOR measures of personality remain intact in applicant conditions.
Previous evidence has demonstrated that the construct validity of general
personality measures decays in applicant conditions. This finding is a decisive
step towards improving the measurement of personality in work settings, as test
developers must keep in mind the situational context.
Over 25 years ago Ajzen & Fishbein (1977) highlighted the importance
predictor/behavior congruence. Predictive validity is greatly increased by pairing
specific predictors to specific criteria. While the assertion that specific conceptual
linkages should be applied to all predictor-criterion relationships is not new,
personality psychologists have not consistently integrated this assumption into the
practice of personnel selection. Avoiding what Guion and Gottier (1965) coined a
broadside approach, researchers should adopt an empirically and theoretical driven
construct oriented approach (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Lord (1982) directs
researchers, utilizing personality predictors, to address not only the person but also
the situation.
Personality and criterion prediction research has often focused on the issue
of trait bandwidth. In other words, do narrow sub-facets or more broad and
aggregated facets show greater validities? This question has been referred to as
the bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff. Cronbach (1960) described measures in terms of
two central components. These components are bandwidth and fidelity.
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Bandwidth is the complexity or amount of information the measure is capable of
obtaining. Fidelity is the accuracy of this information. There is a trade-off
because as a measure's bandwidth increases, its' fidelity is decreased. If we think
of a general measure of personality as having a broad bandwidth, it becomes clear
that the information it obtains may not be as accurate or predictive as a more
narrow work (FOR) measure. The general measure of personality assesses
personality across many different situations and aggregates across these situations
to obtain a trait score. Again one must consider the predictive criterion, and ask
whether it is a more general or more specific criterion. Because the work setting
represents a constrained situation, specific work measures will likely predict
performance in this situation.
The support found for Hypothesis 4, demonstrated the ability of a work
(FOR) measure to predict employee performance much better than a general
measure. Previous research has suggested that frame-of-reference measures
produce lower error variances (Robie, Schmit, Ryan, & Zickar, 2000) and have
greater predictive validity (Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt & Powell, 1995). When the
goal of personality assessment is prediction, and in the field of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology this is often the case, the instruments utilized should
facilitate scores that are as close as possible to the true score. As mentioned
earlier, I am not suggesting that FOR measures reduce faking, but they may allow
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less of an opportunity to fake when the context is a constrained setting, and FOR
measures more closely tap the individual's true score.

Implications of Current Study
This study made several contributions to the current personality and faking
literature.

irst, twas important to update the literature regarding the consistency

of personality traits utilizing the widely accepted Big Five model. I was also able
to highlight critical issues that

Il9 Psychologists should be concerned w·

when

utilizing personality tests for selection. Consistency studies in the past have not
utilized an explicit Big Five measure (Bern &Allen, 1974; Kendrick & Stringfield,
1980). If individuals view their behavior regarding some traits as more/less
consistent than their behavior relevant to other traits, than they might have
difficulty responding to certain items measuring these traits. The less consistent
one views one's behavior on a particular trait, the greater the need to provide a
frame-of-reference for that behavior.

is suggest that he greatest beneficiary of

frame-of-reference will be the least consistent traits. The results of Study 2 show
that all five traits benefited equally from the frame-of-reference effects. For all
five traits the mean differences across applicant and honest conditions were
uniformally smaller for the work measure. An examination of mean differences
across measures, demonstrates higher consistency (less differences) for all traits
almost equivalently (1.50-2.00 average differences).
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An examination of the mean differences between honest (non-applicant)
and applicant conditions for both the general and work (FOR) measure shows that
the two traits that remained the most consistent across these two different
situations were Openness and Extraversion. Moving the analysis beyond the trait
and towards the measure, it is clear that across all Big Five traits the mean
differences across applicant and honest conditions are smaller for the work (FOR)
measure. The mean differences across Applicant and Honest conditions for the
work (FOR) measure range from 0.99 to 4.92, and for the general measure they
range from 2.39 to 6.65 (see Table VIII). This is important because it provides
support for the notion that the situation can affect individual responses to
personality measures. As Bern and Funder (1978, p.485) stated, "it is the
interaction between the person and the situation that supplies most of the
psychologically interesting variance in behavior."
(

Secondly,)he design and methodology of this study is new and has never
---.

been done before to m knowled e. Examining the differences between a general
personality measure and a work (FOR) measure in both applicant and honest
conditions gave me the opportunity to broaden our conceptualization of the faking
phenomenon that occurs in applicant settings. This re-conceptualization refocuses
our attention to issues outside of the individual, and it is suggested that research
should continue to examine the measures themselves and the situational influences
that affect individual responses.
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The design of this study is also very important ecause it allows for the
modification of variables researchers may find of interest in studying faking. The
level of pay, job description, and the environment participants actually are
administered the measures in can all be manipulated. For example, one may wish
to examine the differences between

taking the measure at home or

school versus taking it at the workplace itself. The level of pay may impact the
percentage of respondents who fake the measures, and the job description may
impact the personality constructs that are actually faked.
Since instructing respondents to fake good or answer as if they were
applying for a job may exacerbate the effects of faking beyond what occurs in an
applicant setting (Smith & Ellingson, 2002; Ones, Viswesvaran & Reiss, 1996), I
have increased the external validity of the results by simulating a true applicant
condition. This simulated applicant condition allowed the study to examine
whether changes in the psychometrics of both a general and work (FOR) measure
occur in an applicant population.
Finally, this study is important ecause the predictive validity of all Big
Five factors with employee performance appraisal data was examined in both a
general and work (FOR) measurement context. Previous studies, utilizing the Big
Five, only looked at student GPA (Schmitt et al, 1995). This study makes a
contribution to the literature as it examined job performance and is therefore more
generalizable to the workplace. This study provided additional support for the
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greater predictive validity found when utilizing frame-of-reference measures to
predict job performance. Research should continue to examine the predictive
validity of FOR measures and also applicant reactions to these measures as they
should appear more face valid and relevant to the work environment.
Limitations and Future Research
The greatest limitation to this study was the small sample size available to
examine the relationships between the Big Five personality traits and job
performance. The small sample size was due to attrition, as participants
sometimes only completed the applicant condition after learning the "job" did not
exist. Cooke and Campbell (1979) address seven threats to validity and attrition is
one of these (maturation, regression to the mean, selection, mortality/attrition,
instrumentation, testing, and history). The relationship between the five factors
and job performance can be modeled in a SEM framework with a larger sample
size to increase the validity of the results. Future research should attempt to
reduce participant attrition and utilize a larger sample.
It is also of importance to address the simulated applicant condition. It is

important to consider that the participants were not true applicants, and this study
utilized deception to simulate an applicant condition. Data was collected in a
classroom and participants received research credits for their participation. As
mentioned earlier, future research may manipulate various variables in this study,
and one may be the applicant setting. To strengthen the generalizability of these

Personality 83
results a true applicant should be utilized. Other employment opportunities may
consist of similar dynamics. For example, existing employees that are up for a
promotion could be administered the personality measures (for the fake condition)
and then at a later time administered the measure again (for the honest condition).
In addition, future research should utilize a performance appraisal
constructed from a personality based job analysis, so that more specific predictorcriterion relationships may be specified and the differences between general and
FOR measures examined in this context. Raymark, Schmit and Guion (1997)
developed the Personality-Related Position Requirements Form (PPRF). This is a
job analysis tool used to identify the personality characteristics that should predict
job performance. In fact the framework of this tool was built upon the Big Five
personality factors. Research should examine, in combination, the effects of a
personality based job analysis and a frame-of-reference measure on predicting
employee performance. The sample may be divided into sub-samples of identified
fakers and non-fakers to examine differences in predictive validities for these
groups.
This study has answered a few general questions regarding personality trait
consistency and utilized a setting that is common to the field of I/0 Psychology, an
applicant setting, to examine this. Several more specific questions remain. These
include identifying the items that are most affected by applicant responses and
understanding what various frame of references individual's take when in an
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applicant situation. Future research should also continue to focus on the
personality measures themselves, and further examine them at an item level. Item
Response Theory (IRT) may be used to identify which items are most susceptible
to faking and the behavioral consistency of these items addressed.
While the primary focus of this study was to examine the consistency of
personality traits, a byproduct was that faking behavior was reconceptualized.
When applicants apply for jobs and answer personality items, they may be
answering in a manner which the situation dictates they answer. In other words
they are answering how they are supposed to answer. An applicant's past history
with applicant testing and current knowledge of the job may be important variables
for researchers to examine. Researchers must keep this in mind as applicants may
not necessarily be responding in a dishonest manner.
It is also important to discuss the personality trait of Openness and its'

impact on the findings. While Schmitt et al (1995), excluded this trait from their
analyses, it is an important personality trait and its' relation to work behaviors
should be studied in more detail. In fact, according to Widiger and Trull ( 1997),
Openness is the most problematic NEO-PI-R trait. They report that there are
fewer trait terms in the English language for the Openness and Neuroticism scales.
Openness was found to be the least internally consistent scale in this study
(reliabilities ranged from .58 to .69), and it is important to recognize that since all
of the Openness items were not rewritten in a FOR context, this may have affected
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the results. Research should attempt to resolve this difficulty in measuring
Openness in a work setting. The construct of Openness to Experience, itself,
should be examined within the work context, as Openness at work and in-general
may be distinct constructs.
Finally, it is important to emphasize that this is just one small step towards
understanding the relationship between frame of reference and personality trait
responses. Researchers should look beyond the Work FOR and examine FOR
across several distinct situations. These situations may include, but not limited to,
a school environment, peer interpersonal situations, and family interpersonal
situation. While this study suggests that traits such as Openness and Extraversion
are more highly consistent across situations, it may depend on the situation, which
traits are more consistent.

Ethical Considerations
It is important to address the special considerations that were made to
ensure complete compliance with the Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code
of Conduct (AP A, 2003). Guideline 8.07 addresses the issue of deception in
research and contains the following 3 bullets:
•

Psychologists do not conduct a study involving deception unless
they have determined that the use of deceptive techniques is
justified by the study's significant prospective scientific,
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educational, or applied value and that effective nondeceptive
alternative procedures are not feasible.
•

Psychologists do not deceive prospective participants about
research that is reasonably expected to cause physical pain or
severe emotional distress.

•

Psychologists explain any deception that is an integral feature of the
design and conduct of an experiment to participants as early as is
feasible, preferably at the conclusion of their participation, but no
later than at the conclusion of the data collection, and permit
participants to withdraw their data.

Each of these issues was addressed carefully in this study. First, ideally
data would be collected in a predictive fashion, and a true applicant condition
would be used. This design increases the generalizability of this study which is the
ultimate goal of research. However, to appropriately address the research
questions in this study, an organization would need to hire 500 new employees.
The organization would also have to release performance data, and many
organizations are reluctant to do this. Many supervisors in this current study even
refused to complete the performance appraisal. No alternative procedure was
identified that would meet the sample size requirement, and this study addressed
issues of value to the applied and educational fields of psychology. Second, it was
determined that this study was not reasonably expected to cause severe emotional
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distress or physical pain. The only form of emotional distress that might present
itself would be a scenario where a participant might quit their current job in hopes
of being hired for the job they believed they were applying for. This relates to the
third APA issue, and to ensure that individual's did not quit their current jobs the
debrief occurred immediately after the applications were collected and all
participants were present.

Conclusion
While personality measurement has become more psychometrically sound
and most researchers have finally come to a consensus regarding the five factor
structure of personality, the issues of trait consistency and faking still must be
addressed. This study examined the consistency of the Big Five personality traits
by examining the effects an applicant condition had on each of the five traits.
While a solution to applicant faking is not suggested, it was shown that
participants provided more consistent responses across applicant and honest
conditions when they were given a work (FOR) measure versus a general
personality measure. This study also provided evidence that regardless of measure
(general versus work), more consistent responses were provided for the traits of
Openness and Extraversion. In study 1, Openness and Extraversion were rated as
the most consistent traits and it was suggested that across conditions more
consistent responses would be found for these traits.
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In 193 7, Allport reflected on what he had learned so far about personality
traits and wrote, "I have learned that earlier views seemed to neglect the variability
produced by ecological, social, and situational factors. This oversight needs to be
repaired through adequate theory that will relate the inside and outside systems
more accurately." I/0 Psychologists and personality researchers should continue to
address the impact that outside influences have on personality traits. Mischel,
Shoda, and Mendoza-Denton (2002) conclude their paper suggesting that
"psychologists are beginning to reconceptualize personality not as a mere
collection of attributes, but as a coherent organization of mental-emotional
representations interacting within a network of relationships and constraints."
Hopefully, in the future this will be the rule rather than the exception.
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Figure 1
True Score Differences
A. Conscientiousness "True-Score" of Soldier During Basic Training
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Figure 2
Variability and True Score Trade-off
A. General Measure: Aggregated Across Situations
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Figure 4
General Applicant Measurement Model

chi-Square=410.78, d£=160, P-value=O.OOOOO, RMSEA=0.087
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Figure 5
Work Applicant Measurement Model

Chi-Square=313.88, d£=160, P-value=O . OOOOO, RMSEA=0 . 065
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Figure 6
General Honest Measurement Model

Chi-Square=SSS . 57, d£=160, P-value=O . OOOOO, RMSEA=0 . 104
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Figure 7
Work Honest Measurement Model

Chi-Square=SS7 . 75, df=160,

P-value= O.OOOOO,

RMSEA=0.103
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Table I
Big Five Personality Traits and Sub-Facets
Big Five
Personality
Traits

Neuro

Extra

Openness

Agree

Consc

1

Anxiety

Warmth

Fantasy

Trust

Competence

2

Anger Hostility

Gregariousness

Aesthetics

Order

3

Depression

Assertiveness

Feelings

StraightForwardness
Altruism

4

Activity

Actions

Compliance

5

SelfConsciousness
Impulsiveness

Ideas

Modesty

6

Vulnerability

Excitement
Seeking
Positive
Emotions

Values

TenderMindedness

Trait Subfacets

Dutifulness
AchievementStriving
Self-Discipline
Deliberation
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Table II
Descrigtive Statistics for NEO-FFI Personality Trait Consistency Ratings
Trait

N

Min

Max

Mean

SD

Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Conscientiousness
Agreeableness
Neuroticism

256
256
256
256
256

41.00
37.00
30.00
22.00
16.00

79.00
76.00
78.00
73.00
70.00

60.59
56.66
54.79
50.83
44.45

6.75
7.42
8.66
8.77
9.88
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Table III
Test of Within-Subjects Effects for Consistency Ratings

Sum o(Squares
Within
Groups

38663.43

4

Mean Square

E

9665.86

135.08

.000
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Table IV
Pairwise Comparisons for Consistency Ratings
Trait
Neuroticism

Extraversion

Openness
Agreeableness

Extraversion
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Conscientiousness

Mean
Difference
-16.145*
-12.211*
-6.379*
-10.344*
3.934*
9.766*
5.801 *
5.832*
1.867**
-3.965*

Note: * mean difference is significant at the .001 level.
** mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Std
Error
.830
.844
.957
.962
.581
.582
.562
.674
.648
.694

Sig.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.004
.000
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Table V
Manipulation Check for Applicant Condition

Survey Item
Have you ever been dishonest on a job
application before?
Do you feel more pressure to be dishonest
on a job application when you really need
the job?
Do you believe that often others are
dishonest on job applications?
Do you believe your personality at work is
different than your personality outside of
work?
Do you believe your personality at school is
different than your personality outside of
school?
Did you believe that you were applying for
a real job during this experiment?
Note: N= 64

Percent
YES
14.1

Percent
81.3

Not
Appl
4.7

37.5

56.3

6.3

73.4

26.6

46.9

53.1

57.8

42.2

75.0

25.0

NO

(i)

CONDITION

HONEST

C/)

APPLICANT

0"

(";)-

::t.

s.<
:;-(i)

(i)

TRAIT

N

Neuroticism

228

Extraversion

Mean

SD

MIN

MAX

N

32.15

8.58

12.00

53.00

207

26.58

8.08

13.00

47.00

228

40.94

7.30

21.00

60.00

207

45.29

6.55

26.00

60.00

Openness

228

39.14

6.03

19.00

57.00

207

41.53

6.03

26.00

54.00

Agreeableness

228

42.04

6.78

23.00

60.00

207

47.33

7.86

28.00

60.00

Conscientiousness

228

43.44

7.68

25 .00

60.00

207

50.09

6.61

26.00

60.00

Mean

SD
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MAX
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226
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60.00

Conscientiousness
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Condition
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness

GENERAL
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32.15
26.58
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45.29
39.14
41.53
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47.33
43_._44 ___ L-_50.09

MEAN
DIFFERENCE
5.57
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Number of
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x. 2
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difference
Note: X 2 chi-square statistic, df degrees of freedom, x. /df chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom,
chi-square difference, RMSEA root mean square error of approximation, RMR root mean residual, CFI comparative fit
index, NGI normative good of fit index, GFI goodness of fit, PGFI parsimonious goodness of fit.
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Table XIX
Correlations between General NEO-FFI and Performance Appraisal
in the Applicant Condition
TRAIT

Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Note: N = 73

Typical
Performance
-.061
.155
-.084
.192
.165

Maximum
Performance
.009
.038
-.078
.067
-.012

Total
Performance
-.046
.133
-.086
.169
.129

Personality 131
Table XX
Correlations between Work (FOR) NEO-FFI and Performance Appraisal
in the Applicant Condition
Typical
Maximum
Total
Performance
Performance
Performance
Neuroticism
-.330 **
-.333 **
-.347 **
.232
.180
.202
Extraversion
.220
.194
.223
Openness
.183
Agreeableness
.247 *
.242 *
.170
Conscientiousness
.241 *
.250 *
Note: N = 71; ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
TRAIT

Appendices

Appendix A
Informed Consent
You have been invited to participate in a study examining the rated consistency of
personality traits .. If you choose to participate in this study it will be necessary for
you to do four things. You should: 1) read this consent form and either initial or
place an X in the participant's signature space, 2) read the Instructions Sheet, 3)
complete the general information items found on the Instructions Sheet 4) and
complete the NEO-FFI according to the instructions on the Instructions Sheet.
It will take approximately 35 minutes to complete this study. Confidentiality is
ensured, as your name will not be required on any of the information collected.
Any reports concerning this research will contain only data of an anonymous or
statistical nature.

The investigator in this study is Andrew D. English, M.S .. Any questions you
have regarding the research may be directed to Andrew English at (321) 674-7108.
Information involving the conduct and review of research involving humans may
be obtained from the Chairman of the Institutional Review Board of the Florida
Institute of technology.
Your mark or initials below indicates that you agree to participate in this research
and that:
1. You have read and understand the information provided above.
2. You understand that participation is voluntary and that refusal to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled: and,
3. You understand that you are free to discontinue participation at any time
without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Participant Initials/Mark

Date

I have explained and defined in detail the research procedures in which the
participant has consented to participate.

Intervie\ver

Date

Thank you very much for your time and information provided.

Appendix B
Please provide the following 6 pieces of information about yourself by placing a
mark or the correct answer in the blank space provided.

Gender:

1- Male

2- Female

Age:
Tenure in School: __ !-Freshman __ 2-Sophomore
4-Senior

3-Junior

Ethnicity: Please check the one that most applies: Inti= International
1-African American __ 2-American Caucasian _ _ 3-Hispanic American
4-Asian American (Pacific Islands) __ 5-Native America (Alaskan) _ _
6-African International (Inti) __ 7-Hispanic Intl __ 8-Asian Inti
9-Native American Intl
10-White Inti

Primary Language Spoken:_ 1-English _ _ _ __
specify in blank)

2-0ther (please

How long have you lived in the United States? _ _ _ _ _ approximate
years.

Instructions to Complete the

EO-FFI

Typically, when a person answers a personality measure they are presented with a
statement to which they respond how much they agree or disagree with that
statement. For the following 60-statements, I would like you to respond in a
different manner. For each statement, I would like you to rate how consistent or
variable you feel you and your behavior are on each statement.
1234-

I ALWAYS BEHAVE DIFFERENTLY (I AM NEVER CONSISTENT)
I ALMOST ALWAYS BEHAVE DIFFERENTLY
I OFTEN BEHAVE DIFFERENTLY
SOMETIMES MY BEHAVIOR IS CONSISTENT, SOMETIMES MY
BEHAVIOR VARIES
5- I AM OFTEN CONSISTENT
6- I AM ALMOST ALWAYS CONSISTENT
7- lAM ALWAYS CONSISTENT (I NEVER VARY OR DIFFER)

Further Explanations
To be consistent means to behave in the same way.
To vary means to behave differently.
Example: For the statement, "I am a very friendly person."
If I am friendly to everyone I come into contact with (classmates, coworkers,
family, and friends) regardless of how I feel, I would rate this statements a 1
because my behavior is always consistent across different situations and different
people.
If I am only friendly to my family when I am in a good mood (and seldom friendly
to classmates, coworkers, or friends), I would rate this statement a ! because my
behavior varies greatly (is not consistent) across different situations and different
people.

Please assign each of the fo!lowing 60-statements a rating according to the
scale above. Do not leave any statement blank. Please refer to this scale as
often as necessary to provide the most accurate ratings. Thank you for
participating.

Appendix C
Scantron ID #:

-------------------

Performance Appraisal Form

I Employee Name:

I

Employee Job Title:

Check all that apply to this job:
_
_

1- This job does NOT require customer interaction.
2- This job requires interactions with customers on a daily basis.

For each of the remaining questions, check ONE box for each person
How often do you see this employee at work?
1- All the time
2- Once or twice a week
3- Less than once a week
How long have you worked with this employee?
1- Less than a month
2- 1-3 months
3-4-6 months
4- more than six months

1. How much does this employee get done?
D 1- Very low work output. Performs only at an unsatisfactory pace.

0

D
D

0

2- Low work output. Performs at a slow pace.
3- Fair work output. Performs at an acceptable pace.
4- High work output. Performs at a fast pace.
5- Very high work output. Performs at an unusually fast pace.

2. How good is the quality of work? (Employee's typical behavior involving highgrade work, which meets quality standards)
0 1- Performance is inferior and almost never meets minimum quality
standards.
0 2- Performance is usually acceptable but somewhat inferior in quality.
0 3- Performance is acceptable and meets minimum quality standards.
D 4- Performance is usually superior in quality.
0 5- Performance is almost always of the highest quality.
3. How accurate is the work? (Employee typically avoids making mistakes)
0 1- Makes consistent mistakes. Work needs constant checking.
D 2- Makes frequent mistakes. Work needs more checking than is desirable.
0 3- Makes occasional mistakes. Work only needs normal checking.
D 4- Makes few mistakes. Work seldom needs checking.
0 5- Rarely makes mistakes. Work almost never needs checking.
4. How much does the employee know about the job? ( mployee's understanding
of the principles, equipment, materials, and methods that have to do directly or
indirectly with work.)
D 1- Has very little knowledge. Does not know enough to do the job
adequately.
D 2- Has very limited knowledge. Knows enough to get by.
0 3- Has moderate amount of knowledge. Knows enough to do acceptable
work.
0 4- Has broad knowledge. Knows enough to do good work.
D 5- Has complete knowledge. Knows job thoroughly.
5. Can the employee perform a variety of job duties efficiently? (Employee
typically handles several different operations.)
0 1- Doesn't perform different operations adequate Iy.
D 2- Performs a limited number of different operations with minimal
efficiency.
0 3- Performs several different operations with reasonable efficiency.

D 4- Performs many different operations efficiently.

D

5- Performs an unusually large variety of different operations efficiently.

6. OVERALL: Considering all the factors already rated, and only these factors,
how good is this employee? (Employee's all-around typical performance on the
job.)
0 1- Performance is usually not acceptable.
0 2- Performance is somewhat inferior.
0 3- Performance is adequate.
0 4- Performance is usually superior.
0 5- Performance is always superior.

Total TP.A. Score: _ _ _ _ _ __
The following questions are concerning the employee's potential, not typical,
performance. (What the employee CAN do, as opposed to what the employee
USUALLY does.)
7. How much potential does this employee have, in terms of QUALITY of work?

0

0
0
0

0

1- Capable of very low quality work
2- Capable of low quality work
3- Capable of fair quality work
4- Capable of high quality work
5- Capable of very high quality work.

8. Overall, How often does this employee work to their full potential? (Giving
100% effort.)

0
0
D
D
0

1- Never.
2- Regularly, but less than half of the time

3- Halfofthe time
4- More than half the time.

5- They always give 100%.
Total P.A. Score: _ _ _ _ _ __
M.P.A. Score: _ _ _ _ _ __
Overall Total P.A. Score: - - - - - - -

Rated by:

Title:

Telephone Number:

Date:

Appendix D
Study Administration Protocol
Good morning/afternoon,
"My name is
and I am an associate consultant for the Center for
Professional Services at Florida Tech in Melbourne. We are a university based
campus-consulting firm that specializes in organizational management and
organizational research. Our staff is comprised of psychologists, and we have
found that psychology students seem to do well in our organization. So, when we
recruit we tend to visit psychology classes. We currently have several customer
service positions that are open at the Center, and I would like to tell you about
them. Once we are done with that we'd like to ask you to participate in some
research we are conducting, and complete some surveys."
So, let me tell you about the job:
Read job description
You may have some questions about the position and we will be happy to answer
them after you are done with your research today. I am going to pass out the
applications and a brief employment test. I know not all of you may be interested
in the job, but please fill out the application and surveys so you can also receive
extra credit and participate in the following research. You will be asked if you are
interested in the job. You can indicate there whether you would like to be
considered for the position. All of your responses will be kept strictly confidential.
After we are all through, we can begin the research. If there are no questions I will
pass out the application and survey which should take you about twenty minutes to
complete.
Pass out application packet
Read Instructional set
"please do not open the envelope attached to the application folder until
you are instructed to do so ! !"
Make sure they jill out the informed consent form

Once all the "applicants" are done, they will need to be debriefed
Debrief
I have some good news and bad news for you. The good news is that the research
has begun, and you are well on your way to earning your extra credit points. Also
your name will be entered for prize drawing. You have a chance to win some
great prize. The bad news is that there is no opening in the customer service
position at The Center. The Center is real, and we do conduct research is
management consulting. Part of that consulting addresses how to best select
people for jobs. The research project you are participating in will help us improve
those selection tests.
In the second half of the study, we would like you to fill out another set of surveys
with some special instructions. Once we are completed today, we would like to
mail a brief survey or conduct a brief phone interview with your ernployer (if you
are employed) if you indicated that we had permission to do so on the informed
consent form. You employer will not have access to your responses, or be told
that you expressed interest in another job. We will inform them that you
volunteered for research as part of your studies, and that you are receiving extra
credit for this participation.
*For WORK CONDITION = "If there is anyone who has never had a job, please
indicate this on your application.
If we are ready to start part 2 of the research, let's proceed
Read Honest Instructional set
"when you are through please place all the completed materials in the honest
folder"

Read Faking instructional set
"when you are through please place all the completed materials in the fake folder"

Appendix E

The Center
mFwridoTull

The Center for Professional Service
Job Title: Customer Service Representative
Company Description:
The Center for Professional Service at Florida Tech is a University based consulting
and applied research organization that utilizes the knowledge of psychological
principles to improve performance in the work place. Our consultants have
extensive expertise in personnel selection, training, and organizational change
interventions.
General Statement of Job
Center support staff to transfer client calls to center professionals and take messages when
those consultants are away from the office. Applicants should have strong written and
oral interpersonal communication skills. This is a great opportunity for highly motivated
people looking to work in an exciting new area of psychology.
Specific Duties
Communicating with people outside the organization, representing the organization to
clients, and other external sources. This information can be exchanged in person, in
writing, or by telephone or e-mail. Providing information to supervisors, co-workers, and
subordinates by telephone, in written form, e-mail, or in person. Performing day-to-day
administrative tasks such as maintaining information files and processing paperwork.

Minimum Training and Experience
Graduation from High School, with at least one psychology class either at the Community
College or University level.
Wages:
$18.00 I hr.
Hours:
Customer Service Representatives can set their own hours, and can occasionally be able to
work from remote locations such as home or school.

Appendix F

Center for P rofessional Services
Application for Employment
PRINT Name
Clearly: _ _- - - - : : - - - - : : - - - - - - - - - - - - : - - - - - - - - - - - (MI)
(Last)
(First)
Local Address:
(City)

(Street/Apt.#)

(State)

(ZIP)

Phone Number: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Day
Evening
Gender (check one): 1= Male 2= Female
Current G.P.A. : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Date of Birth:
I
I- - (figure out age! Ex: 04/22176 = 27)

Indicate your level of interest in this particular job (circle one):

1
Not at all
Interested

2
Slightly
Interested

3

Neutral

4

Somewhat
Interested

5

Very

Interested

Are you currently employed? (check one)

1= Yes

2=No

If so, may we contact your present employer?

1= Yes

2=No

*Signature (required)/Date:

(mm)/( dd)/(yyyy)

Employer Contact Information (Please fill out as much information as you can):
Business Name:
Supervisor's Name:
Business
Address:
(Street/Suite #)

(City)

(State)

(ZIP)

Phone Number:

Have you worked in the customer service industry?

1= Yes

2= No

If so, for how long?
1= Less than 3 months
2= Less than 6 months and more than 3 months

_ _ 3= Less than one year and more than 6 months
_ _ 4= Less than 3 years and more than 1 year
_ _ 5= More than 3 years

Are you currently employed as a customer service representative (check one)?
1= Yes

2=No

To what extent are you familiar with customer service jobs (circle one)?

1

2

3

4

5

No

Slight

Somewhat

Familiar

Very

Idea

Idea

Familiar

Familiar

How confident are you with identifying good performance of customer service
representatives (circle one)?
1

2

3

4

5

Not

Slightly

Somewhat

Confident

Very

Confident

Confident

Confident

Thank You For Your Application

Confident

Appendix G

Informed Consent
You have been invited to participate in a study examining relationships between several
personality variables and job performance. If you choose to participate in this study it will
be necessary for you to do four things. You should: 1) read this consent form and either
initial or place an X in the participant's signature space, 2) read the Instructions Sheet, 3)
complete the general information items and the various measures contained in the packet,
and 4) please be sure to provide the correct and current employment information regarding
your employer.
It will take approximately 1 hour to complete this study. Once the surveys and
performance data have been paired, all identifying information will be removed to ensure
respondent confidentiality. At no time will supervisors have access to survey data. Any
reports concerning this research wiJJ contain only data of an anonymous or statistical
nature.

The investigator in this study is Dr. Richard L. Griffith. Any questions you have
regarding the research may be directed to Dr. Griffith at (321) 674-7108. Information
involving the conduct and review of research involving humans may be obtained from the
Chairman of the Institutional Review Board of the Florida Institute of technology.
Your mark or initials below indicates that you agree to participate in this research and
that:
4. You have read and understand the information provided above.
5. You understand that participation is voluntary and that refusal to participate will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled: and,
6. You understand that you are free to discontinue participation at any time without
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Participant Initials/Mark

Date

I have explained and defined in detail the research procedures in which the participant has
consented to participate.

Interviewer

Date

Thank you v:ery much for your time and information provided.

Appendix H

ones

For the following set of questionnaires, you are asked to answer the
questions in such a way that would most resemble yourself. Your goal is to
answer as 'HONESTLY' as possible. It is very important that you answer as
honestly as possible, even if the description would be considered
unflattering.
Remember that this information is completely confidential, and that
your supervisor or employer will not have access to your questionnaire. The
only ones that will be allowed access to the questionnaire are the
researchers involved. Your names will be held in confidence, because they
will be numerically coded and the number will never be attached to your

name
Signing here acknowledges that you have read the passage
above, and that you understand that your answers will not be
accessible by your employer or supervisor because they are numerically
coded.
Signing here acknowledges that you understand what it means to answer the
questions honestly. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

